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. - NONBIASED ASSESSMENT. . .

Daniel J. Reschly /
Towa State University

THE PROBLEM

When in danger, when in doubt,
~ Run in circles
~Yell and shout. ¥

The issues of bias in tests and in assessment have provoked high~frequency be-
haviors of the type suggested in the anonymous saving quoted here. Much heat has
been generated through the yelling and shouting, but relatively little light. TIl-

lumination of improvad practices in psychology and education, especially procedures -
that would expand opportunities and improve competencies for children, have been
conspicuously absent in most of the discussions. )

Perhaps the main difficulty stems from a focus on the wrong problems and the .
wrong questions in the discussion of nonbiased assessment. The major concern has’
been with the assessment of minorities, particularly questions related to whether
specific tests are biased or unfair when used with black, Latino, or Native American
children. The issues related to the use of .tests with children from minority back-
grounds are legitimate and important to raise. However, a more significant issue to
address is whether we can ensure educational experiences that naximize competencies
and opportunities for minority students.

Several of the wide assortment of definitions and criteria for determining bias
in tests or assessment are discussed and evaluated in this paper. Although each of
these conceptions has merit, a more comprehensive view of bias in assessment is pro-
posed. Bias in tests, or bias in assessment generally, should be evaluated accord- °
ing to the criterion of outcomes for individuals. The concern for outcomes for in-
dividuals directs our¥efforts toward ensuring that assessment activities yield in-
formation useful for educational and psychological interventions, and toward the ef-
fectiveness of these interventions. . A

A

. P i
Effective solutions to the challenges posed by nonbiased assessment will not be
found simply in new tests or revisions in present tests. There are no culture free
or fair tests! Better assessment will be part of an effective response, but this
alone is not the answer. Further, other solutions such as scrupulous avoidance of
overrepresentation of minorities in special education may satisfy certain external
agencies, but—this too is an ineffective solution. - \
Effective solutions are possible only through recognition of the larger problem.
The critical issue is the quality and effectiveness of the educational services pro-
vided to economically disadvantaged students. Our part of the problem as special

education and related services personnel is the quality and usefulnass of special

education services provided to economically disadvantaged persons referred to special
services. - . S

It is this group, d.e., economically disadvantaged students referred for special
services, that has received an enormous amount 'of attention in récent years. The dis~
cussions have been heated and controversial. Economically disa vantaged students,
often with minority status, have been and are placed in special education programs at
a rate that is disproportionate to their numbers in the total population. This over-
representation has been the subject of extensive 1itigation, legislation, and Federal

Office for Civil Rights activities.

t
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important in developing effective responses to the challenge of nonbiased assessment.
The implicit assumptions in the litigation rust be understood in order to establish
open communication, and to 1dentify practices in need of reform. Finally, clarifi-
cation of the implicit assumptions lcads to the view of nonbiased assessment as a
process rather than a magic, test or simple avoidance of overrepresentation.

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Bersoff (1979) has provided a comprehensive review of the evolution of judicial
examination of psychological assessn@nt. The courts have had an enormous influence
on psychological assessment and special &ducation services. Nearly all of the major
principles codified in leglslatlon ¢f the mid and late 1970s appeared earller in judi-
cial opinions. or consent. decreeé (Turnbull, 1978). Appropriate assessment and appro-
priate educational services for economically disadvantaged mlnority students were
among the most important issues in litigation 1n the early 1970s.

" Litigation ' ' ,
N

Diana and Guadalupe Cases. Two cases in the early 1970s ‘involved nearly identical

issues concerning Bsycholo glcal assessment and special education services for the mild._
ly retarded. The Diana (Diana v State of California, 1970) and Guadalupe (Guadalupe v

Tempe Elementary Dfstrict, 1972) cases were filed as class action suits on behalf of
minority/bilingual students placed in programs for the Educable (mild) Mentally Re-
tarded (EMR). In both cases plaintiffs presented evidence indicating overrepresenta-
tion of minority/bilingual students in EMR programs. For example, in the Diana Case
the enrollment of Hispanic students in Monterey County California was 18.5% of the
total enrollment, but one-third of the students in EMR special classes were Hispanic.
This overrepresentation was viewed as promoting segregation and in violation of Four-
teenth Amendment rights to equal protection of the laws. Conventional psychologlcal
assessment practices, particularly intelligence tests, were regarded y the plaintiffs
(and apparently the courts) as the major cause of the overrepresentation.

Both cases were resolved through consent dec;ees negotiated between plaintiffs
and defendants, and then approved by the courts. The consent decrees specified a num-
ber of reforms in psychological assessment practices including the following: Assess-
ment of primary language competence, and administration and interpretation of tests
in a manner consistent with the child’'s primary language; emphasis on nonverbal or
performance tests in classification decisions with bilingual students; and immediate
reevaluation of students who may have been misplaced. In addition the Guadalupe con-
sent decree lowered the IQ cut off for classification/ placement decisions; required
assessment of adaptive behavior outside of school; and required that intelligence test
results not be the exclusive or primary basis for classifying children as mildly re- |
tarded in the public schools. Implicit in both cases were the assumptions that intel- ;
ligence tests, especially verbal tests, were biased against bilingual students and
that special class programs for the mildly retarded were ineffective and stig@ati21ng

Larry P. v Riles (1972 1974, & 1%979). The Larry P. case was ‘a class actioa suit
related to the basic issue of overrepresentation of minority students in programs for
the mildly retarded. Larry P. was filed on behalf of Black children placed in programs
for the mildly retarded. The case was filed originally in November, 1971; an injunc-
tion was issued by the Federal District Court for Northern California in June, 1§72;
an expanded injunction was issued in 1974; the case was in trial from October, 1977 to

. May, 1978; and an opinion was issued by Judge Peckam in October, 1979. The Larry P.
- case has already been before the courts for nearly a decade. Appeal of the decision
perhaps to.the U.S. Supreme Court is considered likely. The Larry P. trial generated

a 10,000 page. transcript much of which came from expert witnessps/for the plaintiffs

and defense. ///

A .
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The preliminary injunction in Larry P. restrained the defendents (officials of .
.the San Francisco Public Schools and the California State Department of Education)
from

- -

-t

: plac1ng'Black students in classes for- the educable
- ) mentally retarded on the basis of criteria which

’ place primary reliance on the results of IQ tests

as they are currently administered, if (emphasis
added) the consequence of use of such criteria is
racial imbalance-in the composition of such classes"
- (Larry P. v Riles Court Injunction, 1972).

~In 1974 the plaintiffs obtained an expans10n of the injunction to all school districts ~ ™=
in California. The 1979 court opinion also placed a ban on the use'of intelligence
tests with black students. The key statement in the decision which was 131 pazes in
length was )

"Defendants are enjoined from utilizing, permitting the
use of, or approving the use of any standardized intel-
ligence tests, ..., for the identification of black

E.M.R. children or their placement into E.M.R. classes,
- vithout securing prior approval by this court" (Larry P.
= - v Riles, 1979, p. 104).

« . /

The implications of the Larry P. opinion for school psychology and special educa— :
1980) In my v1ew, the court, through the plaintiffs-aetignsz—identified a s1gnif—
icant problem; namely, the apprgpriateness of segregated special classes for "six hour"
retarded children. The opinion, however, is an instance of Right Problem¥ rong Solu-
tion. A number of underlying assumptions.are apparent in Judge Peckam's opinion. \

. These assumptions and the issues they represent are probably more important in develop-
ing solutions to the problem of appropriate education for all children than the narrow
issue of potential bias in IQ tests (see later sections). .

PASE vs Hannon (1980). A recent decision from a Federal District Court in I1li-
nols addressed the same istues as previous placement bias cases, but reached a mark-
.edly different decision. Again, the primary issue was alleged bias in intelligence
tests. In contrast to previous decisions such as Lhrrz P., the judge concluded that
very fow items on conventional tests were biased and that other sources of information
were 3ust as important as test scores in claSSification/placement decisions.

N -

& A

In view of the recent PASE Opiqion and the expectnd aypeals in both PASE and
Larry P., the present legal situation is highly ambiguous. Appeals typically are very
. time consuﬁing Both cases may reach the U.S. Supreme Court in the mid to late 1980s.
. Resolution of the question of bias through the courts has not been possible tc date for
many reasons. Perhaps the most important reason is the inconsistent conceptions and
evidence on bias as well as the inherent nature of the judicial process (See later
sections) -

Implicit Issues in Litigation

Although the litigation éﬁncerning overrepresentation of minorities in special
class programs for the mildly retarded focused on alleged bias in intelligence tests,
a number of implicit assumptions were made by the plaintiffs and accepted by the courts.
These assumptions represent unrasolved issues in the professional literature, and are
more important to the provisiOn of fair and eff :ctive services to children than the
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narrow (and perhaps unresolvable) issue of bias in intelligence tests. Examination
of these assumptions provides a better, perspective on recent legislation as well as
suggestions for different approaches to the problems of bias in assessment and appro-
priate classification/placement cdecisions with minority students. \

Nature-Nurture. The debate vver the relative effects of heredity and environ-
ment in determining intelligence predates the development of measures of intelligence.
This very old-debate has not been resolved and is not likely teybe resolved in the
forseeable future. - The controversy was increased dramatically in the 1970s with the
extension of the hereditarian view to explain differences between racial groups

. (Jensen, 1969). The views of other participants in the debate were sometimes in-

flammatory (Shockley, 1971), and interpreted as stemming from frankly racist motives.
The reaction of many, including psychologists and the lay public, black as well ‘as
white, was to denounce these widely .publicized theories and interpretations of equiv-
ocal evidence. Of particular importance to school psychologists were the vehement
attacks op intelligence tests that were prompted by the suggestions that racial dif-
ferences were due.to hereditary factors. These reactions appeared in the literature,
bnd were undoubtedly a principal factor leading to the Larry P. and other court ac- °
tion The availatle evidence on differences hmong races is equivocal. Strong
hereditd¥ian, strong environmental, or interacfionist positions have been supported
by citing evidence (Loehlin, Lindzey, & Spuhler, 1975). The debate is therefore un-
likely to be resolved through conve tional empirical methods. The alternativelap-
parently chosen by the critics was to6 force a kind of resolution through legal pro-
cedures. The ban-on.the use of ability ctests with black students in California' from
the Larry P, decision might be exte ded to other locations and to other minority
groups. Use of intelligence tests with minorities might be severely restricted dn

the future, but it is unlikely that even this radical step would end oxr lead to re-
solution of the nature-nurture debate. Moreover, eliminating the.use of ability tests
with minorities would accomplish little if anything toward elimination of existing bar-
riers to the full participation of all perscns in the economic and social order, and
would likely be counterproductive in that effort. Although not mentioned explicitly,
the nature-nurture issue was a crucial factor in the Larry P. litigation. i

Meaning of IQ Test Results. A nuimber of myths regarding the meaning of intel- -
ligence test results have been around for several decades, Of particular concern are
the beliefs that IQ test results are predetermined by genetic factors, that intelli-
gence is unitary and is measured directly by IQ tests, and that IQ test results are
fixed. The available evidence clearly refutes these myths (Hunt, 1961; Reschly, in
1980 ), and the vast ma§6tity of professional'psychologists do not harbor misconcep-
tyons. Kaufman—(197%3)provided an excellent'discussion of the assumptions underlying
and the meaning of intellectuhl assessment. His views are. probably typical of most pro-
fessional psychologists. | However, many consumers of IQ test results such as teachers,
parents,.and the lay public generally hold these misconceptions. ~ Recent suggestions
to change the term IQ to School. Functioning Level (Mexcer, 1939) or Academic Aptitude
(Reschly, 1979) are designed to.reduce these misconceptioms. ’ -

A significant‘ﬁortion cf the testimony in LarfE'P. was devoted to disproving these
mvths. This testimeny has a "straw man" quality. The fact these myths were an im-
plicit issue in the litigation provides further evidence for the need to clarify the
meaning of IQ test results,-and perhaps, renaming the construct.

~ * . \ .

Labeling Effects. Implicit in all of the litigation was the assumption that
classification as Educable Mentally Retarded was sti%matizing and humiliating wit

probable permanent effects. The controvexsy over la Fling is far from resolved. The

available empirical evidence does not support the gself~fulfilling prophecy notion and

.
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to be related to confusion of mild with the more severe levels of mental retardation,
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direct effects of labels on the behavior of children or adults have been difficult to
document (MacMillan, Jones, & Aloia, 1974). The dilemmas associated with classifica-
tion have been prominent in the special education and school psychology literature
for the past decade. Much of the discussion has not been guided by empirical data.
The dilemma was described well by Gallagher (1972) who acknowledged the inevitability
of classification, but suggestad that the crucial factor was whether the benefits of
services provided as a re§ult of the label were sufficient’ to juystify the possible
risks of the_label. ¥ This risks/benefitc criterion should guide our efforts in the
future to d=al with this issue. '

Meaning of Mild Mental Retardation. The reasoning of the Larry P. decision was
that the plaintiffs were not 'truly retarded" despite low IQs, low academic achieve-
ment, and teacher referral. The effort to identify "true' mental retardation appears

The criteria for "true" mental retardation are apparently believed to require compre-
hensive incompetence, permanence, and evidence of biological anomaly (Mercer, 1973 ;
1979 ). 1In contrast, the AAMD classification system does not specify etiology or
prognosis. In addition, different domains of adaptive behavior are emphasized de~
pending on the age of the individhal. Thére was little doubt that the plaintiffs in
the placement litigation had seripus academic problems. The quesition was whether
they were "truly" retarded, or, whether they merely performed within the retarded rang
due to biases in the IQ tests. Ce¢nfusion over the meaning of mild mental retardation
and questions concerning the criteria for adaptive behavior were key issues in the
cases (See later section). \ : T :
- Efficaqy of Special Clasges.
tarded was challenged forcefully in;

0N
he efficacy of special classes for the mildly re-
the 1960s (e.g+, Dunn, 1968). The lack of clear
evidence to support the effectiveness of special classes along with the allegations
concerning the negative effects of labels created a difficulE situation for the de-
fendants (school districts and state departments of educatiop) in the placement liti-
gation. K Further, the overrepresentation of minorities in segregated special classes
raised questions about segregation of student groups by race. In several instances
the school districts and state departments of education did not defend their programs
in court. Consent agreements were negotiated out of court. }In the Larry P. case a
defense of the programé was attempted, but unsuccessfully. It should be noted that if
the specizl class educational programs were as poor as alleged, then no child regard-
less of race or social class should be placed in such programs. The crucial issue,
but implicit in the litjigation, was effectiveness of special class programs. Unfor-
tunately, the plaintiffs and courts seemed to focus on the criteria for placement of
students rather than the effectiveness of the programs as such. Additional research
on the effectiveness of special education programs using longitudinal designs is
clearly needed. ) |

Meaning of Bias. Many definitions of bias in tests have been proposed in the
psychological and educational measurement literature (see later sectionm, this paper).
Two criteria for bias have been implicitly accepted by the courts.

- .

N

In all of the placement litigation the plaintiffs presented evidence on cver-
representation of minorities in special educatiion programs. The overrepresentation
data bear closer analysis. In many cases thiése data may have been uisunderstood.
For example when the-original Larry P. case court injunction was expanded in 1974,
the percentage of black students in the San Frapcisco schools was 30%, but the en-
rnllment in programs for the Educable Mentally Retarded (EMR) was 60% black. The
comparable stape wide figures in California for the past ten years have been approx-
imately 10 and 25 per cent respectively for total black student enfollment and black
student enrollment in EMR special classes. Quit clearly, black students have been

'overrepresented. However, these figures have somptimes been understood to indicate
; y ‘
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that many if not a majority of blacks were diagrosed as mentally retarded allegedly
because of biased IQ tests. For example, in the Larry P. opinion these percentages
were characterized as being "grossly disproportionate” (p. 94) and as indicating
"overwhelming disproportions" (p. 101). However, over the past decade the percentage
of the total black student population in California placed in EMR special classes has
varied from about 3.2% in 1968-69 to about 1.1% in 1976 77 (Reschly, 1980). Only a Toe
very small percentage of minorities have been placed in special class programs even

in cases that appear to reveal very high overrepresentation. These data certainly do
not support the notioh that IQ tests have a pervasive deleterious effect on black chil-
dren. s - )

” -

]

~

\ The possible causes of the overrepresentation and other factors associated with
_overrepresentation should also be considered. "The overrepresentation of males in pro-
grams for the ﬁildly bandicapped (i.e., learning disability, behavior disorders, and
mild mental retardation) is greater than the overrepresentation of minorities. The
ovgrrepresentgtion of.students from economically disadvantaged homes is even moTe

. ____pronounced for the category of mild mental retardation regardless of racialfethnic

status. Mi ority.s;gﬁggugng socioeconomic statqs\gre (unfortunately) not indepenQEnt.

The intriguipg question is whether minorit;gg_aré overrepresented beyond the 1eve}

that might be predicfted ﬁfom socioeconomic status data. : B

Overreﬁrésentation is.a simplistic and often_misunderstood notion of test bias. _
Nevertheless this definition cuntinues to be useq:b_ che courts (e.g., Mattie T. Vs
Holladay, 1979). If carried te its logical contlusion this definition could relet
in elimination of virtually all special services, programs due to alleged race/ethnic,
sex, or socioeconomic bias. This illogical outcome is not in the best intere’ts of

children.

The other definition,of bias used by the courts is mean differences in scores
among groups. This definition is discussed in a later section of this paper.

Special education placement litigation has been a significant influence in recent
years.; Unfortunately, the courts by their nature are not a desirable mechanism for
resolving disputes in the behavioral sciences.’ Tn contrast to the behavioral sciences
and professions, the fundamental purposes and megthods of)resolving issues are quite
different in the courts. The legal system in the placement litigation is concerned
with abstract principles of justice, particularl?\as they apply to groups of persons. ~~
The sciences are devoted to "truth™ which is recognized as being tentative and approx-
imate. The perspectives of professional personnel such as ssé ial educators and schiool
psychologists are typically focused on the individual who is h§Ving significant learn- -
ing or behavioral problems in the classroom. The explicit and implicit issues in the ™
litigation are at best ambiguous. None of the issues, can be resolved unequivocally

through the scienrific method of theory, research, and analysis of data. The available
evidence is at the level of probability statements which wouldrjustify'décisions using
language such as "might" or "should.” The professionals involved appear to operate in
a manner consistent with this evidence. For example not all children with low IQ scores
are placed in special programs, and a few with IQ.scores above cut off criteria are
placed. These decisions are based on a comprehensive view of the individual and the
best estimates of what is best for that individual. The overrepresentation that has
resulted has been the culmination of decisions about individuals, not decisions about
groups. The status of groups of persons has’been an important area of judicial inquiry
which has expanded since the Brown decision in 1954. However, the courts'by their na-
ture reach decisions which pertain to groups and are stated in dezisive, unequivocal
language such as "shall" or "must." The court remedies are therefore rarely consistent
with the scientific evidence, or the approach of professionals.

v
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> " Legislation ' ‘
L s

) ~ The litigation of the late 1960§‘and early 1970s was an important source of in-
.. ‘fluence on State and Federal legislation in the mid 197"s. Thc appendices to this
paper include the Protection in Evaluation Procedures Provisions (Sections 121a. 530-
121a. 534, Federal Register, 1977) of PL 94-142, These reqni:é@ents are particularly
“ relevant to the challenge of providing appror ‘ate assessment services for all stu-
N dewcs; and should be read cq;efully by all special education persomnel. Two pro-
wigions 1re particularly important. : - ’
) ' "Testing and evaluation materials and procedures used for’
b “ .the p.rposes of evaluation and -placement of handicapped
-~ L. _children must be selected and adminmistered so as mot to
. " be racially or culturally discriminatory." Section 12la.

iS3Q§b), Federal Register, 1977.- T ?ﬁfl

"In interpretiing ‘evaluation data and in making placement ) .
] deci~ions, ecach public agency shall: Draw upon -informa- T )
: tion from a'Yariety of sources,-including aptitude and
\. achievement fests, teacher recommendations, physical con- . \
. ditiom, social or cultural background, and adaptive be-
‘havior; Insure that information obtained from all of these
: sourcés 18 documented and carefully considered.” Section
) 121a. 533(a, 1 & 2), Federal Register, 1977..
- . oo ‘ : .
" The requirement that assessment be nondiscriminatory fs deceptively simple., The
language is unequivocal, but no definition is provided and no criteria are availatle
in the. legislation or rules and regulations concerning jmplementation of the regulation.
_The apparent solution was to t. juire that a broad variety of information be considered
including social or cultural backegrouad and adaptive behavior. The meaning, measure-
ment, and-.use of these concepts are also far from clear. —_ . . -

(<4

k4 - 3

>

"‘CONCEPTS OF BIAS IN TESTS AND RESEARCH WITH THE WISC-R
. Much<of the special education placement lirigation as well as othem discussions
of overrepresentation have assumed that conventional tests are biased against minority
students. Careful examination of the educational and psychological 1i .rature reveals
. a different picture. There are many definitions of bias, a variety of ways to analyze
the.data, and widely varying conclusions reflected in this literature. Surprisingly,
some of-the widely held assumptions about®ommon tests simply are not supported by em-
pirical evidence. \ . : !

~

— The Meny Deéfinitions of Bias
~ ~ The concept of test bias has been defined in many different ways in the recent
literature. In what is perhaps the most comprehensive discussion of different defi-
-nitions Flaugher (1978) identified ,eight separate concepts of bias in testfgr Other,
recent examinations of test bias have analyzed the different values which underlie |
_varying positions. (Hunter and Schmidt, 1976)5 t eldiﬁferent'procedures for enhaaging
. fairness vs. social equity in selection (Petersen an ovick, 1976); and the different’
e outcomes of empirical examination of test bias depending on the definition and cri-
“ teria used (Reschly, 1981). Others, e.g., YsseIdyke'(19?9);\ﬁ§vB=e§pes§ed factors
such as naturally occuring pupil characteristics (e.é., physical atthEtiugggff? which
bias decisions before and after formal assessment, activities are conducted. N

: - ~ - — e e e memmn ————— —

Close exa@iﬁahion,of some of the recent definitions of bias will fgyeél both the
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varying concept.ons and criteria as well as some common features. Flaugher (1978)
identified the following definitions of test bias as mean differences, overinter- -3
pretation, sexism, differential validity, content, selection model, wrong cri-
terion, and atmosphere (referring to kituational factors in examiner characteristics,
examiner-examinee interaction, etc.). Jones (1978) suggested that test bias might
exist at the content level in the selection of items; in the standardization where
decisions are made concerning .he population for whom the test is appropriate; in
the administration.of the test where the examiner m ; be unfamiliar with the culture .
of the child; and in the validation where research may not be conducted concerning’
test validity for culturally different persons. Mercer (1978) suggested that the fol-
lowing five lines of evidence establish the existence of bias in tests: Test items, /
from a single cultural heritage; Differences in average acores among different racial /
and cultural groups; Sociocultural differences within and between cultural and racial
groups with these differenceg accounting for a significant proporticn of the variance SN
in test performance; Experimental studies demonstrating the effects on test performance
of early interventiongfwith culturally different children; and The effects of adoption
of: minority children gﬁto core culture homes.

. -/

It is interestjng to note the commonalities in the definitions proposed by these . -
diverse authors who represent different disciﬁlines, cultural groups, and perspectives. )
The criterion of item or content bias is mentioned by all with at least two of*the_ < . '%
authors agreeing on the criteria of average score differences (Flaugher and Mercer)’ :
administration or atmosphere effects (Flaugher and Jones), and differential validity
(Flaugher and Jones). Similar concerns appear to be expressed, although in different
wayg, by Flaugher and Jones regarding misinterpretation and the appropriateness of

.

An obwviotr question .is which definition of test bias is correct? What criteripn
should wé use in the examination commonly used tests? The answer, perhaps unfortu-
nately, is far from $imple. Flaugher (1978) arguies that all of the definitions are
"right" in the sense that test bias is a public concern, i.e., not restricted to an
academic discipline, and significant numbers of citidpns have ‘legitimate ;ﬁtérests
and concerns in the definitd « used.

Table 1 provides a lis. . the common definitions of test bias, and a summary of
results from many studies.y On most criteria, conventional intelligence tests are not
found to be biased. However, the social consequences of test use have often been neg-
ative, an issue to which we shall return in-this paper. '

Table I

»

o K
Summary of Concepts and Empirical/Studies of Bias in Tests
. ) - S

Definition of Empirical -Results i
Bias ¢ Studies . Confirmed/Equivocal/Not Supported
Y ./7 ] N
-
1. MEAN DIFFERENCES Large number of Economically disadvantaged minor-
P : A studies. ity students obtain lower average .
N o scores. The gize of the differ-
el x////’, ) _ ences vary by group and/or for
T gome groups, by type of measure.
v - .
2. ITEM BIAS . Several recent Subjective judgments usually iden- °
studies using the tify many items as biased. How- . |
—- ,’. T -t - WISC-R+—Mahy-— - —~—{—ever, subjective-judgments—are-un= ..
: studies with ‘group reliable. Empirical studies gen-

s tests. erally do not support the existence R
: ) . : of item bias on conventional tests.
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Definition of Emp ¢dcal - - Results . =
Bias Studies Confirmed/Equivocal/Not Supgprted :
3. PSYCHOMETRIC Several recent _ .Psychometric chafacteristics such
' studies. - . as reliability, item x total, sub—
test x scale, etc. are the same o
_ regaydless of group. SR
4. TFACTOR ANALYSIS Several recent . ' The factor structure on tests such
’ studies. ** as the WISC-R is largely the same _ o
i L -~ regardless of group. K
5. ATMDSPHERE BIAS "Many studies. Inconsistent results, often con- L
| . tradictory. The size of the ef- -~
______ \ fects; if real, is small. :
' . > N :
6. PREDICTIVE VALIDITY - Many studies. .e relationship between abildity
TESTS .OF ACHIEVEMENT ’ /nd achievement tests is virtually- ,
g ’ * the same regardless of group. Is- -
sue of "autocorrelation" is un- .
‘resolved, 7 T
- . e - e B
/ °

7. PREDICTIVE VALIDITY Few studies. Inconsistent results, apparently, ) .
TEACHEK‘RATINGS/ due to_type of criterion measure. -
GRADES ~ o - rm—

8. SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES Few published Conventional tests aré frequently N
Misuse, misinter- studies, consid- overinterpreted and/or misinter- -
pretation, over- erable anecdotal preted. Test results have been To=

interpretation and histcrical used to justify restrictive and . s
o : ____evidence. sometimes racist social policies. , -
- - = ) -
. 1
9. SELECTION RATIOS Many "indirect" Economic ally disadvantaged, min-‘g' .

studies.

ority students are overrepresenteq . M
in special education programs fof! Lo
the mildly retarded. Tests are h ’
used as part of that process.’ - i .—T"
Whether test use increases OR de-@
creases the overrepresentation is
unclear.

"
Bt B R

— =}

1

CGNSTRUCT VALIDITY/CONTENT BIAS =

E Perhaps the most commonly used definition of test bias is the assertion that the
WISC-R and other conventional standardized tests measure a different attgibute when
usedswith non-Apglo persons. This assertion amounts to a critizism that 'the construct

validity of the test is not the same for all groups. If the test measures different

attributes and the items function differently depending on group memberéhip, then the
meaning and usefulness of the test results probably are diminished. Moreover, the
mean differences between groups ate then aktributed to inappropriateness of the test
items, and other explanations such as economic disadvantage are rejected. Thus, the

i
At

by

const

ct validity/content bias conception has broad implications for examination of

. bias in specific instruments such .as the WISC-R.

Tty Y

~" been suggested for examination of construct validity/content bias.

o o e e e
¥

\

A number of different criteria have
Data from studies
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. using the WISC~R will be discussed in relation to four criteria: mean differenEZS$n

item bias, psychrmetric characteristics, and factor analysis. , “m%h;

Mean Differences. B . . ‘
- That different.sociocultural groups obtain higher or lower scores on the average
~on standardized ability and’ achievement tests is one of the most controversial and

oldest observations in the history of psychologicél‘measurementf A variety of attmpts
have been made to eliminate thesg differences through changing the nature of the tes
411 such efforts to produce culture-free or tulture fair tests have failed if for no

other reason thdn the fact .that the concept of culture free or fair is seriously flawed. -

Anastasi (1976) points out that the entire notion of assessment is,qultufe bound from
the beginning steps of specifying what to measure to the final steps of gathering va-
* 1idity data on the relationship of -test results to some criterion behavior. The very

3

practical question is,how would we use a culture free test even if one could be de- o

9.
veloped? - -

-

.

""" Although eliminating mean differences through revision of the tests seems vir-
‘tually impossible, knowledge of the nature of the mean differences is important in-
forpation for test use and interpretation of test results. Mean differences and vari-
ations in patterns of performance among grouyps are not simply due to the factor of
socioeconomic status (SES). For example, Lesser, Fifer, and Clark (1965) reported
that most -of the differences in level'of performance among groups could be explained
by SES. However, sociccultural group had.a significant influence on the pattern of
performance independent of SES. ‘As we shall see this finding appears to hold-true. -
for the performance of different groups on the: WISC~-R. e

. 7 : )
In Table 2~the means for different groups on the WISC-R are reported from data
obtained from four studizs of randcm samples. ’

S

B

From the somewhat limited and controversial perspective of test bias as mean
differences among-groups, the WISC-R would be regarded as biased against Black, and
Hispanic groups. In all studies which included Blacks and Hispanics, 'both groups ob=""
tained significantly lower scores on the WISC-R. Some variation in pattern of per-

__formapce is also apparent in thrse data. Hispanic students obtained significantly
higher scores on the Performance Scale than on the Verbal-Scale. It might be notedy-.
however, that the Performance Scale scores generally were still below the population
average, and that not ail non-Anglo groups score higher on the Performance Scale.

Cautious Use of these results in generalizations to groups from other Tegions clearly v
oy * ) f H

is necessary.

‘ / q
o - . ' N
-~ v *

Data on the existence of mean differences do not of coursa provi%e any infprmatiqh

non-Anglo groups. IQentifiable groups of White Anglo Saxon Protestagts also score be-

72

on causation. However, average scores below the-population mean énzgggt rkstricgggmgéiﬁﬁ

low population weans, €.8., Appalachian‘Jhites. This fact should certainly convince/
any remaining skeptics that it is not race or ethnicity per se that hccounts for al¥
" of the differences among groupc. In the recent literature, three p}ausible explana~
tions have been proposed to acrsurt for the differences among groupg. Trotman (1977)
provides a good overview of thc explanations of cultural differences, cultural dis-
advantage, ahd genetic inferiority. Analysis of the logic and data_for each of these
explanations has consumed. enormous ‘amounts of time and space in the psychological lit-
erature. Each of the explanations has obvious implications for interpretation of the
_WISC-R, and for social policy. For example, the cultural differences explanation of

E;////f' the_variations in group means would suggest that the content of the WISC-R does not

reflekt what is regarded as irnzelligent behavior in non-Anglo (non-middls class) cul-

Q tures! The data which follows on item bias are at least partly relevant to this point

ERIC (4
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Table 2

" Mean WISC-R Scores for Different Sociocultural Groups

Group Auglo . Black Hispanic
’ ‘Sample Scalel v P TS v P 1@’ v P FS
1. Kaufman & Doppelt
(1976) Standard--—102 102 102 88 87 86 Not available
ization Sample (N=1870) (N=305)
2. Mercer (1979) ‘ ) L . '
SOMPA Standard- 102 104 103 - 89 90 88 88 98 92
j ization Sample {N=604) (N=456) (N=520)
: (ca) :
l 3. -Rescﬁly (1978) <« - °° - ] .
- Pima. Co. {(AZ) 101 102 101 86 89 86- 85 93 88
E ‘ ‘ ‘ (N=252) (N=235) (N=223)
t . - &4, 'Reéchly & "Ross-. - ) -
. - Reynolds, 1980 108 110 110 96 96 95 ) @
if : Iowa Assessment (N=100) . (N=100)
- \ Project
!; '—‘\\\\ ) N . - - h
% 1V = WESC-R Verbal Scale IQ Score
| P = WISC-R Performance Scale IQ Score
- FS—=W15C=<R—Full-Scalte-¥Q Score — ——— — - ———— —
of view. The social policy implications of the cultural difference view might be to
; eliminate conventional tests, to develop culturally specific tests (Williams, 1971),
et or to correct the bias in current tests (Mercer, 1979). The cultural disadvantage
~N view would emphasize the inadequate stimulation for intellectual development in lower

social’ class homes. The solut.on to differences in group means from this perspective
would be to provide intensive edrly interventions (Garber, 1975) and compensatory
education programs. . The cuxrent tests such ag‘thétJISC-R, however, are accepted as
valid indicators of intellectual ability (scholastic aptitude) . In the past decade
the debate over the third explanation, genetic inferiority (Jensen, 1969), has gen-
erated enormousc controversy. The data available curre tly, and the kind of data that
can be ‘generated, provides an inadequate basis for resolution of the question of her-

S - T =2

editary differences among groups. A comnlete review of the data on the nature-nurture - -~ -

issue is-far.bevond the scope of this paper. The interested reader is encouraged to
examine Brody and Brody (1976)., Jensen (1973), Loehlin, Lindzey, and Spuhler (1975),
and Samuda (1975). Perhaps the most objectinnable feature of some versions of the
heredi tarian position is the recommendation of shanges in social policy-as a result of
data which are. at best tentative. The sense of ‘outrage among minority psychologists
and the efforts to ban tests can perhaps be understood if we are aware of some of the
extreme hereditarian views, e.g., Shockley (1971) . Other implications of the hered-
itarian view are to place less emphasis on governmental support of early intervention
and compensatory education programs, and perhaps unintentionally, but implicitly,

more emphasis on interpretation of IQ scores as reflecting the genetic endowment of

.- the individual..._ The proper._interpretation ¢f IQ test scores will be addressed in a .

later section.
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Item Bias.
Allegat'ons of cultural bias in the items used on conventional tests-have been
and continue to be the most popular of the criticisms of standardiZed tests.  In fact
" examination of an item fcom a current standardized test to support the allegation of
bias .in all of the items appears to be an increasingly popular indoor sport. Examples
of subjective jugdgments of item bias are numerous (e.g., APA Monitor, 1977; Dent, 1976;
Williams, 1971).\ The implicit assumption is that all items orr the test are biased if- |
one or a few of the items are apparently biased. If the test is presumed to be biased
on the basis of i appropriate items, then the test results are presumed to be "inac- -
curate" and unfaif, If the items are biased, usually meaning that opportunity to learn -
the content of th€ item is not common to all environments, then the test results cer-/
tainly do not reflect, and cannot be interpreted as evidence of "innate" intelligence.
However .the IQ test results are not direct measures of innate ability for\ any group,
: 4
The distinction between cultural bias and cultural 1oadfng is important to this
discussion. The degree of cultural loading of an item, qhat is, the likelihood of
success gz the item for persons with.different backgrounds and experiences, varies
on a conbinuum. At one end of thée continuum are items that could only be answered
correctlyxgg persons with highly specific backgrounds and.experiences. An example

might be an\ item that asks "Name three presidents of Towa State University over the
past century" (the present author can name only two). The item is similar to those
on many intelligence tests in terms of the type of thinking required.. However, only E
a very limited sample of persons would have an opportunity to be exposed to this infor—< -
mation and thereby answer the item correctly. The item zeflects a very high degree of
cultural loading and would be regarded by most as culturally biased (as well as trivial)
Some items on current standardized tests requir. similar kinds of thought pa%tenns and
also Jary in degree of cultural loading. Another item parallel to the above example
would be "Name two presidents of the United States since 1960." This item is certainly
lower in cultural loading becansé'*he information required is more general and many .
‘more persons would have an oppdrfunity to learn the correct responses, however, some
persons might still judge this item as culturally biased since the opportunity to learn
the information might vary among different groups. The question of bias in an item
should be determined by empirical analysis of responses from persons representing dif-"
ferent groups, not by judgment alone. -

The degree of cultural loading of an item depends on the generality of the infor-
mation and the characteristics of the'persons taking the test. These point$ are il-
lustrated well in the development of "counterbalanced" or culturally specific intel-
ligende tests (e.g., Dove, undated; Williams, 1975). These tests require highly spe-
cific information that is usually possessed only by persons with particular backgrounds
or experiences. In Table 3 examples of culturally specific items are provided.

The evidence on item bias has been produced through two markedly different methods
of examining test items. The most ‘common method has been subjective judgments of item
content. A less common method has been empiiical analysis of the item responses of
examinees from different racial or ethnic zroups. The results of "tests" of item bias
vary dramatically depending on which method is used.

Subjective judgment as a method uspally involves obtaining opinions. from expert
representatives of the minority culture cegarding whether or not the items in a test
are biased against examinees from that culture. Two Verbal.Scale items on the WISC-R
\\have been cited frequently as biased. The Information subtest item, "Who discovered

>&§e:ica?" and the Comprehension subtest item "What is the thing to do if a boy (girl)

4 =
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. / Dove Cmmterb{alanced Intelli_g_ence Test (Sa@—llnknown) °

v ~ Sample Items From (’ulture-Specific Tests
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Table 3 l

(Urban n Black Culture)

s~
Ty

NT Bone Walker" gc; famous for playing what? (a) _Trombone (b) Piano M

-

. i NI 33
t;’ - (c) T-Fluta (d) Guitar (3) "Hambone".
X £ .
!; a[ 2. A "Gas Head" is a person who has a . (&) Fast moving car (b) Stable of
. fo "lace" (&) ™Progess" (d) Habit of stealing cars (e) Long jail _
t» f record for arson.
,M:?u . %
- '?7 3. If you throw the dice and 7" is showing on the. top, what is fac\lng down? . -
(a) "Seven" (b) Snake eyes (a) '8 oxcars (d) Little Joes -
; (e) "Eleven". ’ - . S
S ‘ LR
: 4. Cheap "Chitlins" (not the kind you purchase at_a frozen—food counter) will ne
- taste rubbery unless they are cooked: long enough How soon can you quit cooking -
them to eat and enjoy them? (a) 15 minutes (b) /12 hours (¢) 24 hours
- {(d) 1 week (on a low flame) (e) 1 ho& - o, : a
{ . 5. "Jet" is . (a) An "East Oakland" motorcycle club (b) One of the gangs
N in West Side Story (c) A news and gossip magazine (d) A way of life for
the very rich. ... 7 PRSI o
\[: - H . .
- ~Counterbalanced Intelligence Test (Source Unlmown) -
5 (Urban Hispanic, Southwest) >
B .
1., The-name-ﬂJeSus._in,_particular__seemsJQ jisturLteg@Lrs_ and is nearly always
: changed to , _ . L
2. The Spanish Language spoken in the svuthwestern states is known by Mexicans L
- as . . 5 . ' h
-
?i 3. Who was considered the Mexican Robin Hood of California? . .
[ .4, Compl’étielénei following rhyme? ) : ;:%
Pancho Villa ' o . |
g . mato su tia . oo -
L cc’tluna tortilla ] - %g
: 5. The first Chicano to, have a big hit record was the pevrson who sang Donna what
was his’ name? , . e
) Fry Bread IQ Test (Deer, 1980) , ’ . ":,iiff
o (American Indian Intelligence Test) ¢« : sg
B 1. Social dancing and sin ng held after hours is called: ) ’
s . (a) Indian two step ), PowWow (c) Forty-nine (d) Indian Rock s
— \ * “v . N :
2.'_“ The Annual American Indian Fair and Exposition is held at: ] B

~ (a)~ Crow Agency, Montana (b) TGallip, New México "(c) <Afadarko, OkTahoma ==

(d) Pine Ridge, South Dakota o

~




14 Reschly

3, - The largest of the American Indian tribes is the,‘
! - (a) Navajo (b) Sioux (c¢) Cherokee (d) Creek
. -, ;
4., A food.staple traditional to many Indian Tribes is: .
~ (a) Buffalo - (b) FryBread (c) Commodity Cheese (d) Indian Round Steak

(Bologna)
. 5. Who said "The only good Indiar is a dead Indian?" ' . - =
(a) Col. George Custer (b) Gen. Andrew Jackson (c) Gen. John Pershing -

(d) Gen. Phil Sheridan . :

9 - -~
nuch smaller than yourself starts to fight with you?" are most often cited as biased
against Ghicano or Native American and B lack examinees respectively. There are two
majcr p.cliems with®the subjective judgment method of determining item bias. First,
the inter-judge agreement among experts representing the minority cultures is usually
qiite low, (Sa2ndoval & Miille, 1980). Second, and most important, the results of em—
pirical analysis do not confirm the subjective,gudgments.

EmpIrical analyses of item bias on a variety of tests have generally yielded
equivocal or, negative results regarding hypotheses of item bias (Sandoval, 1779). .As
Flaugher (1978) pointed out, if the phenomenon of item bias is real on conventiordil
tests, it certainly does not account for a very large portion of the group differences.
e Eliminatior of biased items and rescoring the tests does not lead to significantly dif-

- ferent results in the research published thus far.
’ ! . *

The evidence, though certainly nok definitive at this point, fails to support
iten bias as a significant explanation for the differences in mean scores among groups.
Test items do vary .in amount. of cultural loading. Items on current tests are cultural-
1y loaded to varying degrees, as they must be if tests are to predict or evaluate impor-
tant behaviors that occur only within a cultural context. Subjective judgments of item
—— —bias-are notnecessarily accurate, and-revision of current tests-either in the direc—~ - -
tion of greater or lesser cultural loading might have the undesirable effects of si-
ﬁmitaneously increasing or maintaining group differences and reducing validity.

’

Psyghometric Characteristics.

A large number of possible studies could be conducted on the internal psychometric

. chaé cteristics of the WISC-R when used with different groups. Some of the possible -
‘analgses of interest would be comparisons across groups of internal consistency relia-
bility, subtest intercorrelations, subtest correlations with Verbal, Performance, and

‘Full Scale IQ scores, test-retest reliability, and intercorrelations of the Verbal, ’
o Performance, and Full Scale IQ scores. To date, very few such studies have been re~ ’

ported Y » .
. the WISG~R subtests and IQ scales using the SOMPA!sxandardization'dat The relia- .
) bility of the subtests and IQ scales was high and dearly the samz/for nglos, Blacks

and Chicdnos with th: exception of Object Assembly which was more reliable for Blacks

. (.95) thah for Anglos and Chicanos (.79 and .75, respectively). /A1l other differences :
v in reliability on W ISC~R subtests were negligible with no systematic pattern oi group oy
B differences. The reliabilities of the Verbal Scale and Performance Scale IQs were | .
virtually identical for the three groups (rounded to .97 and .94 respectively). In

the only other study pertinept to the issue of W ISC-R reliability located by the author,
Dean (1977) reported data the reliability of the WISC-R from a sample of Chicano stu-
dents referred for psychological evaluations in the Phoenix (AZ) area. The reliabili~
ties of the subtests and IQ scales were c0mparable to the data reported in the WISC-R™

.
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Sandoval (1979) examined the I-+ernal consistency reliability (Cronbach Albha) of N
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~ mapual for.the age group included in the study (11.5 year olds).

Factor Analysis AN ' g -

3

* Comparability of factor analytic results for different groups, and'the degree to
which the results of the factor analysis are consistent with the major scores and com~

. mon interpretations of the test are necessary conditions for fairness in use of the
- test with. culturally diyerse persons.' Indeed, if a test is not measuring the same . _ .
a undergying -abilities or if the commonly qsed scores from the test represent varying k)
abilit\es depending on group membership, then use of the test with calturally different///‘f

[ .
' .

- persons is probably inappropriate and unfair, and the predictive validity of the test
.- .+ is likely to be lower for specific groybé. S

. The appropriate number of factors that should be interpreted was a somewhat con-
. troversial issue in résearch on thleISC. The careful analyses. of the standardization
5 data conducted first by Kaufman (1975) and then by Silverstein (1977), seem to have re-
= solved this problem. Both authors reported three factors; Verbal Comprehension (ve)
~ formed by four, Verbal Scale subtests, Perceptual Organization (PO) formed by five Per-
. formance Scale subtests, and a thirﬁ factor labeled tentatively as Freedom from Distrac- -
tibility (FD) formed by a combination of three subtests from the lwo scales. The feader
is referred to.several sources for a more thorcugh discussion of the use of the factox i
analysis results (Kaufman, 197/; 1979a; 1979b; and Reschly & Reschly, 1979). -

N X L3 - - N .
Reschly (1978) investigated the WISC-R factor structure using data from four soc io-
cultural groups in Pima Co., Arizona. The methodology used was a replication of
Kaufman'g: 1975 analysis,of,fhe,standardization data. The major questions addressed in
this study were: The appropriate number of factors for the four groups, The compara-
bility of the factors, The relationship of the factors to the IQ scales, and The evi-
dencd for a similar general factor among the groups.
. 2 7 .

—The objﬁcﬁiye_guides_LQ_th_gppropriate number of factors to interpret yielded in-
consistent results.  Three factors were indicated for Anglos, two or three factors far
Qﬁic?nos depending éﬁ\the criterion used, and only two factors for Blacks and Native
Amarican Papagos. In view of the contradictory evidence, both two and three factor
solytions were analyzed for all four groups.

b4
»

The two factor solutions were highly similar for all groups. The first and second

factors®for all groups conformed almost perfectly to the organization of the WISC-R in-

to Verbal and Performance Scales. For all groups the Vocabulary (V), Informati.. (1),

) Similarities (8), and Comprehension (C) subtests were the best measures of the first

: factor as wete Object Assembly (OA) and 8lack Design (BD) for thézsecond factor. €oef-
ficients of .congruence reflegting the similarity of the two factor solutions across ine

four groups were very high (.97 to .99). . s "ﬁu\ . T~ L

i ~ As might' have been anticipated from the preliminary data_on appropriate number of

factors, the three factur solutions varied Significantly for the four groups. The pat-

terns for Anglo and Chicano groups were nearly identical to. the data reported fexr the

- standardization sample. The three factor solutions yielded an uninterpretable third

~. % factor for Native American Papagos, and a splitting of the major Performance Scgle subd-

~. - tests into two factors for Blacks. In the threeé factor solutions’ the coefficients of

- congruence were very high scross all groups for the first factor, high for the second

: factor,, and pigh and comparable only for Anglos and Chicanos on the third factor.

T e

d , .

A final series of analyses with the Pima County data were conducted around the
question of evidence for a general factor on the WISC-R for the diverse groups. Thz~e E
methods of estimating the amdunt of variaiice attributable to a”general factor yielded’ =

~
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results pointing to the conclusion that the WISC-R Full Scale IQ score reflects the
same attribute regardless of group membership. The fluctuations between groups in
amount of variance attributable to a general factor were minor.

Differences between groups in the factor amalysis of the Pimn County data were
found only in relation to the naturs.and c~omposition of the third factor. The mean~
ing of this factor, which accounts for a relatively small proportion of the WISC-R
variance, has never been entirely clear. The other evidence from this study clearly
supports the conmstruct validity of the WISC-R with non-Anglo groups. Nearly identical

. two factor solutions which conform closely to the organization of the scales were '
found. A large general factor was clearly apparent in about the same form and magni-
tude fer all groups. Thus, the usual interpretation of the Full Scale IQ as an index
of general intelligence (scholastic aptitude) and the Verbal-Performance scale dis-
tinction appear to be equally appropriate for Anglo and non-Anglo groups.

Summary Gonstruct Validity/Content Blas. In this section, data on four differ~
ent methods for determining construct validity/content bias in the WISC-R were analyzed.
Although the mean differences criterion is somewhat inconsistent with the other crite-
S ria discussed in this section, it was included here because mean differences are fre- y

quently explained by allegations of content bias or assertions that the WISC-R measures

a different attribute in Anglo and non-Anglo groups. The mean differences criterion

raises troublesome questions because it seems to lead directly to prejudging and rul-

ing out the real'ty of differences among groups (Thorndike, 1971). Mean differences

as such provide only weak evidence on test bias, and have no bearing on the question

of bias in test use. Nevertheless, this criterion was discussed here since it is even

less consistent with the other general conceptrions of test bias around which much of

this chapter is organized. With these limitations in mind, it is appropriate to cond
~clude that some people would regard the WISC-R as biased since mean differences among

- groups do exist. However, the hypotheses that the mean differences are cuased by item

bias OF that the test measures a different attribute in a different fashion depending |

ofi group membership are simply not sapported by data. W hatever it is that the WISC-R - — —

measures, a question to be discussed later, it appears that the same attribute is mea- K

sured in the same way regardless of group membership.

-

. ATMOSPHERE BIAS

| \

‘In addition to bias in content, another frequent criticism of standardized tests -
is that the atmosphere of the testing sitvation is unfair to minority children. Two
general agpects of the testing environment are mentioned most frequently as possible
sources of unfairness: (1) The kinds of responses and nature of the effort required
on the test or (2) The nature of the interaction with the examiner may be incénsistent
with the child's background or” experiences. N A

~.: A great amount of research has been conducted on atmosphere bias, and 18'we11 re-
viewed by Sattler (1970, 1973, and 1974). The interested readetr- is encouraged to pur-
sye further information in those sources. The major conclusions from this research
are the following: ‘ -

1) Much of “the research was poorly designed. ’ , ‘ Ty

& 1

2) Some of the studies used experimental manipulatigns that are atypical and
inconsistent with good testing practices. For ekample, token reinforcers
provided for correct answers. , '

-

e e 3) ;Thg.a.w::e:@.';uZLtsso;‘iJ:eajsonablryw well-controlled studies in.which.the variables Lz
= . manipulated were within the range of good testing .practices are contra- :

' 2o - | L




.mate that will produce the child's maximum effort and performance. In order to be ef-

“'_*"*EEE"ﬁiIa'b‘ing assessed. —Additiondl informatiocn regarding important*d@nsiderat:ons4*—>Af-a

BIAS IN TEST USE: PREDICTIVE VALIDITY ' -,
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dictory. For example, the degree, nf waruth, amount of encouragement,
‘ time devoted to establishing rapport prior to testing, and sex or race
of examinee, have been studied with mixed results. Tnconsistency is
the rule rather than the exception in studies of examiner effects.

4) Examiner expectancies for performanCe may influence scoring of responses
on items where there is some subjectivity in evaluating responses, for
.7example, Vocabulary subtest of the Wechsler scales. . -

—_— —— —— - e e o e - I

5) When differences due to atmosphere effects are reported, the size of the
© differences is usually fairly small.

6) If the phenomenon of atmosphere effects is real, it is doubtful that it
accounts for very much of the aifferences among groups on standardized
tests (Flaughen, 978) . . . v

Although the research on atmosphere effects does not support the existence of
this sort of bias for groups, thesz resulte do not necessarily generalize to all nat-
ural settings or to the*pérformance of all individuals. It is essential to recogniZze
the basic assumption of'maximum effort on ability, achievement, and aptitude tests.
If the child cannot or does not perform as well as possible due to unique features of
the testing environment, the results of the test are inaccurate reflections of the
child's thinking competencies or academic skills. In such casés, comparisons of the
child's performance to that of the normative sample are inappropriate.

Professional personnel who administer tests to culturally different persons must
be sensitive to individual variations in values, motivation, ‘language, and, cognitive
style, all of which could influence the results of the test. One of the most impdr~
tant roles of the examiner in individual evaluations is- to establish the kind of cli~

fective in this role the examiner needs to understand and appreciate the culture of

in ascegsment of non—Anglo children is_provided by Sattler (1974), Hynd and Garcia .
(1979) vor Native Americans, by Bartel, Grill, and Bryen (1273)- for Blacks; and by

Matluck and Mace (1973) for Chicanos.

WISC-R provide low estimates of the competencies of minority group examinees, If this

. predictions of performance on varituswcriteria {Deutsch, Fishman, Kogan, North, &

_—-«wmndifﬁerent criteria are suggested or when conventional criteria are seen as inapproptiate

&

A fairly common assertion is,that conventional standardized tests such as the

’

assertion is correct then bias_or discrimination may result from use of thée test in
Whitman, 1964). If the test is -less valid for minority examinees or if the predictions ;
from the test vary as a function of group membership, then indeed test use is less ef~
fective, and unfair ox discriminatory as well if the prediction is too low. In this
section evidence will be reviewed on the validity and predictive accuracy of the WISC~

R when used with minorities. o ‘

«

Several sources of infoqmation are available on the géneral issue of the validity
of indi..dual and group intelligence testa. Sattler (1974) ig a particularly good
gource of information for children's scales and Matarazzo (1972) provides an excellent
review and discussion of the relationszhip of ability measures to a variety of criteria.
Although these sources of information are adequate to answer general questions con-
cerning validity, they may not be sufficient to meet the PL 94-142 criterion of "vali~
dated for the specific purpose for which they are used.” This is aspecially true when

for assessing“the vglidity of tests.

NIRRT
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, Competing points of vi&s regarding what criterion shoulid be used in studies

iof the validity of the WISC-R (and other intelligence tests) were expressed by

'different witnesses in the Larry P. court trial. The debate revolved around the R
- question of whether standardized tests of academic achievemert are approﬁriatercr%w
\teria for assessing the degree to which the WISC-R predicts schdol performance. ./
\Abundant data dp of course exist to substantiate the fairly strong, positive cor-

} ‘relation between the WISC~R and- standized tests of achievement (typical correlations
-~~~ from studie -are in the range of .5 t6 .7). Mercer contended that the avility and .
athievement tests were measuring the same thing; that the traditional distinction be-
t&een the tests was artificial; and that both ability and achievement tests shareﬂ

the same kinds of biases against ininorities. Mercer then suggested that grades and

SR teacher ratings of classroom periormance were the only really independent—sources of

- . information (i.e., yndependent of IQ) regarding performance in the academic setting,

and hence, the only®ippropriate criteria to use in studies of the validity of the

WISC~h, Others havg,dispﬁted this point of view (e.g., Clarizio, 1979a; 1979b).

|

\

Regardless of which criterion is used to assess academic performance, predictive
’ validity of he WISC-R for the criterion school achievement is clearly a necessary _
) _prerequisite to fairness® in the use of theWISC-R with minorities by school psycholo-
gists. Fortunately, recemt studieg do appear to support the predictive validity of
the WISC-R for both types.of criteria of academic performance. In Table 4 results /2}
from several large sample studies are presented. ® T R T
N . The results from several recent studies summarized in Table 4 support the validity
of the WISC-R as a predictor of achievement for minority and majority groups. The mag~
nitude of the correlations were about the same for all groups with the possible excep-
tion of Native American Papagos where the relationships weére genérally lower. The cor-
relations between the WISC-R Full Scale IQ and standardized achievement test results .
were in the typical range of .5 to .7 for the three groups included in both studies.
s Goldiwan and Hartig (1976) published data on the relationshiﬁfof the WISC to three mea-.
e GUE LSO lassroom”performance_fag_1arge_samplgs_gﬁ_égg;o.'Black, and Chicano students

¥

from Riverside California The WISC was administered in 1967 with the measures Of
classroom performance apparzntly collected at varying times between 1967 and 1969.
Teacher assigned grades over the next two years were collected and organized into a
_ composite for.Academic GPA. The Academic GPA was a rather strange amalgamation of
grades in academic and nonacademic subjects including, "music, health, art, reading,
arithmetric, math, social studies, ugience,/language, spelling, writing, instrumental
music, physical education, composition and grammar, history, geography, and forelgn
language” (p. 585, emphasis added). The relationship of the WISC to the "Academic
- GPA" measure was relatively low for all groups, but higher for Anglos (.25) than for -
Chicanos and B lacks -(-/12 and .14 respectiyvely). Mercer (1979) reported similar re-
) sults for the same groups. Again, the mdasure of "Academic GPA" was a rather unusual .
- __ . combination of grades in academic and ngnacademic subjects. Other studies using o
- teacher ratings-of academic performance revealed no'evidence of differential validity
(Reschly & Reschly, 1979; Peschly & Ross-Reynolds, 1980; Hartlage & Steele, 1977).

Overall, stucies on the relationship between measures such as the WISC-R and ac-
ademic performance are generally positive. Clearly, the only evidence for lower or
differential validity when the criterion for academic achievement is a standardized \\\;
test comes from one.sample of Native American students. For other groups, Anglos, :
Blacks, and Chicanos, the WISC-R predicted standardized achievement test performance
2qually well regardless of groyp membership. The data regarding the relationship of
——  -—.the WISC~R to teacher ratings 'or grades are less definitive for a variety of reasonms.
There is the $ticky problem of the reliability (and validity) of teacher ratings.

Despite the pbvious problems withr this criterion, there are dat% to support the valid-
ity of the WISC-R as-a predictor of teachér Fatings fof different racial-or ethnlc——--—

- ’
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FEEEN . . : a ] b ‘ . - -

- ‘ Correlaticus of WISC-R Fu&I—Scale Score with

e Standatdized Tests of Achievement and with
~ Teacher RatingP/Grades

R _ o h ‘ ' 1'— Achievement Measure
. Lo e ~ Teacher )
_ ‘ " - Te?gﬂ:‘“ ~ Test Rating
. Sample/Group i Rgadfgghh‘ - Math or Grades
-+ Pima Co., AZ A 56 N L5 .35 -
. . (Reschly & Reschly, B 62— — .51 .45
t 1979) - H . 055 N * 150 ~ .38
. NAP .41 43 .34
. Austin, TX A g - .6k v MA
- (0akland, 1977) B .§4“ o .61 \\ NA . L
- S Wb T 59 ' NA
: Riverside,. CA A NA - NA N J25,
= (Goldman & Hartig, B NA ) _ NA .14
1976) H NA NA .12
7 .Rivetside, CA A R L .4 (Mdn))
(Mercer, 1979) B NA—- N .27 (Mdn.)
H NA M .24 (Mdn.)
» : A
Towa Assessment A Not Analyzed .60 (Mdn,) N
Project (Reschly & B Not Analyzed. .55 (Mdn.) = |

Ross-Reynoids, In
Press)

a0, .
ool oow

Do ' / “

=~ Notes: 1) A, B, H, & NAP denote Anglo,l&lacﬁ, Hispanic, and Native American

< Papago, respeépivelj o : . ..
L 2) The Metropolitan Achievement Test was used in the Pima County Study.’ -
s 3) The California Achievement Test was used in the Austin, TX Study. =

groups. To rgtu:gf;gwourforigiﬁhifdhesﬁiggg at the beginning of this section, the
presently available evidence does indicate that the WISC-R is unbiased on the- cri-
_ terion of predictive validity. This conclusion of course must be made somewhat
conditional due to some variations in studies and insufficient evidence concerning
all groups of potential interest. - T .

~

-

t

BIAS IN TEST USE: SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES

Y B P
RS NI

The previous definitions of test bias, although important, are inadequate in
terms of the overall’ influence of tests upon the lives of persons. Testing does -
. have social consequences. Tests, even those which predict accurately, have been
misused to justify race, social class, and ethnic discrimination.- Kamin (1974)
and  Cronbach (1975) provided ample evidence regarding the misuse of tests to jus~
tify racial and ethnic discrimination in the early decades of thic century. i hat
twas surprising to me was the rather frequent use of 1Q test results to justify

racial segregation in public schools during the 1960s. Bersoff's (1979) feview
of fﬁe‘liﬁigztibﬁ'regarding,these-practigeg-dehonstrgted clearly that misuse of
, test resulfs to justify discrimination wag not simply an unfortunaté event in

% B
.




poses of attempting to enhance fairness in test use.
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American psychology that occured a long time ago, but that such misuses have occured
fairly recently. Further, the implications for and occasional recommendations re-
garding social policy that are justified today by citing group differences on IQ
tests are potentially as discriminatory and abusive with regard to individual and
group rights as anything done in the past -(e.g., Schockley, 1971;. 1IQ test results
have sometimes led to a reduction of opportunities for personsvand have qualifisd
persons for apparently ineffective interventions which may have been stigmatizing
and humiliating. At the same time, we would be remiss if we didn't emphasize that

standardized test results have also been instrumental in removing existing barriers " -

and in increasing opportunities for many minority persons. However, to defend tests -
simply on the basis of predictive dccuracy is to miss entirely the points raised by

recent-critics of tests. - - &

®

Jackson's (1975) response,to the report of thelAmericén Psychological Associa-
tion Committee on Educational Uses of Tests (Cleary, Humphreys, Kendrick, and
Yesman, 1975). is even more to the point, Jackson saw the report as largely ixrel-

“evant to the concerns expressed by minorities. The teport defended the technical

adequacy of the tests when in fact the major concerns of Black and Chicano psycholo-
gists (Bernal, 1975) are with how tests affect the livés of persons. The fact that
tests have been used by some to justify racist ideology, and otherwise have been
misused or misinterpreted in inferences about the potential of individuals are facts
acknowledged even by the authors of the APA report. Thus, to defend tests on the’
basis of evidence of common regression systems, or to attempt to separate the issues
of technical adequacy from those of social conmsequences is insufficient for our pur-

»

Overinterpretation, Misinterpretation, and Misuse of Test Results.

Much of Mercer's recent work would‘appear 15 be directed quite properly toward
eliminating the misinterpretation of IQ test results. The .,sues that have become

involved inm the debate over SOMPA have occasionally led the discussion away from-this _—

very“icrucial effort. Mercer emphasizes that all current ability and aptitude tests -
are measures of learning. There should be no disagreement over this point if we
merely.consider .the content of tests and the constitutional repertoires of human in-
fants. It is true that many, perhaps most skills measured by test items do depend on
certain maturational developments, but learning after the maturational readiness is
achieved is still necessary for mastery of the skills. Therefore, in a general sense
IQ tests such as the WISC-R clearly are 5escs of léarning. )

Tt is not difficult to locate numerous exumples of overinterpretatlon of the
WISC-R. For example,-use of the WISC-R subtest patterns ox differences between Verbal

and Performance Scale IQs as the basis for a diagnosis of learning disabled, mild men- -

tal retardation or even emotional disturbance is all too common. - These diagnostic in-

ferences are part of longstanding tradition (and folklore) in applied areas of psychol- :ﬁ

ogy. Certain technical problems such as unreliability of difference sceres and the
dangers of making generalizations to individuals from studies of intact groups have

been known, but not appreciated sufficiently for many years. Recent data on the base =

rates of subtest fluctuations and IQ scale differences should certainly reduce this
gsort of overinterpretation of theWISC-R. Kaufman (1979a;b) reviewed data from the
WISC~R standardization sample which demonstrated unequivocally that subtest fluctua-
tions and IQ scale differences are the rule, not the exception for normal childrent

Continued use of the WISC-R patterns to establish or even support a differential diag- ° °
_nosis is clearly indefensible. "Readers interested in these data are referred to

Kaufman's very clear discussions of appropriate interpretatior of the WISC-R.

Unfortunately, the kind of overinterpretation described in the preceding pata-

[]{Ik: graph probably is mot the most serious misuge of IQ test results. Results from intel- -
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ligence tests such as gheTJISCwR are all too often believed to be fixed, unitary,
and predetermined by genetic f:ctors. These myths are too prevalent among con- -

sumers of test résults, e.g., parents and teachers, and even perhaps among school
psychologists, for us to ignore. Reactions to these myths which lead to misinter-

pretation and misuse. of intelligence test results are among the most frequent con- -
cerns expressed by criticg of intellectual assessment with minorities. These myths N
were also a major underlying concern in the placement litigation of the early 1970s - -

(Reschly, 1979).

- The alyths that IQ test results are fixed and that intelligence is unitary are
£olatively easy to refute. I know of no one in the field who 3rgues that present
1IQ tests measure all or even a majority of the important capabilities and competenc-
ies related to success and overall adaptation. Certainly the authors of major tests
such as David Wechsler recognize that even our very best instruments do not measure
————1everything-o@—importanceT—and_tbat¢iﬁtelligencemis a many-faceted, not a unitary,

a~tribute: of the individual. °The fact that IQ scores are not fixed, i.e., do not

stay constant, is readily apparent from careful examination of data from lengitudinal

studies (McCall, Appelbaum, and Hogarty, 1973). It is true that scores on IQ tests

gre fairly stable after age .6 for groups of 1ndi¥iduals. However, the IQ scores for

a significant percentage of individuals (at least 20 percent) change by 15 points or °
: gore between age 6 and maturity, and considerably larger changes of 30 or 40 points
~-~"~ " ~have ‘been reported for a few- cases. -When large changes do occur they tend to be o
associated with significant changes in the individual's environment or overall emo-
tional adjustment., The fact that IQ tests do change as 2@ function of changes in the
{ndividual or thé environment might be seen as evidence for ikcreasing our confidence
in the test results as indicators of current intellectual functioning, probably the
most common interpret -iou of IQ test results, We need to be conscipus of thg fatt 7
and inform others that scores do change, and that inferences about theffutureﬁintel— -
lectual status of the individuak are always tentative. X

: The final myth, that IQ is predetermined by genetic factors, is a bit more com-
-1 * plex. ‘'As nated earlier the information or problem solving skills required on IQ test
items arq_leazyed. However, this fact does not preclude the influence of genetic fac- -
tors on test skores. Although nearly irrefutable data exist to confirm that genetic 1
factors influence measured intelligence, th- unanswered (and unanswerable) issues are W
the ~mount of influence attributable to geuetics and the genetic influence on the score -
. for an individual. Discussion of the fidst "ynanswerable' auestion is far beyond the ‘]
1
1
|
|
|
.

scope of this chapter., Consideration of the question’of thé/genecic influence ‘on the

score of an individual is a central issue in resolutien of proble.s of misinterpreta-
tion of IQ test scores. ' ‘

Merzer 01979) provided an excellent summary of the precise conditicrs that must
be met in order to legitimately interpret the differences in-scores of individuals
(or groups) as reflecting different levels of innate potential. These conditions are: -
1) ‘lqual exposure to opportunities *9 lcarn the information or problem solving skills
measured by the test; 2) dqual le. 21s of motivafion to learn and reinforcement sfor
learning whatever the test requires; 3) Equal familiarity with tests and test-taking
gituations; 4) Persons for groups) being compared are equal on affective factors 4
. guch as anxiety, fear, and emotional turmeil which might ihterfere with learning or )
performance on the test: 5) Persons (or groups) being compared are equal on physical,
sensory, or motor abilities which might interfere with test performance or with learn-
ing. Meeting these criteria in any practical situation in which the WISC-R is part of
the assessment baftery for an individual is virtually impossible. I might add that
mEEC1E%;§%F criteria or controlling their effects in research or groups is very tarely,

if evegr /possible.
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Those of us who cohduct intellectual assessments with tests such as the WISC-R
have a special responsibility to protect our clients from misinterpretation of test
results, Several couvrses of action appear to be needed at the present. The myth
that intelligence is unitary, and the only attribute of a student that we consider
to be important in classification and programming, can be dispelled most effectively
by carrying out the full multifactored assessment requirements of PL 94-142 (Tucker,
1977; Reschly, 1979). Many of the PL 94-142 requirements, particularly the phrases
"No single procedure is used as the sole criterion..." and "...to assess specific
areas of educational need and not m-vely those which are designed to provide a single
general intellligence quotient:" appear to be designed to alleviate past misuses of ——
intelligence test data (Federal Reglster., 1977). We can argue about, and I believe
refute, the notion that IQ tests were used as the single source of information in
previous classification and placement decisions involving minorities. However, the
documentation provided for classification and placement decisions often appeared to )
piace'primary,*if—not'soie Teliante on IG test data. TmpTEmen‘Irg‘anU‘uucumEUtIng*‘**"‘—f
tne multifactored assessment requx;;menta should both dispel any remaining miscon-
ceptions that we believe intelligense to be unjitary, as well as lead to better clas-
sification and programming decisions. . -

1}

Another desirable step in reducing misconceptions would be to change the name
of the construct that IQ tests measure. The validity evidence for IQ tests indicates

relatively strong predictive validity for performance In academic §ett§Eg§;;j£htse,
relationship is certainly not /trivial, and can be ehgggﬂxo_he_re}atéa’io other var-
iables such as occupational aftainment (Matarazzo, 1972). However, the relationship
is somewhat limited. In recent work I have suggested the term "academic aptitude" as
a more accurate characterization of what the WISC-R and other IQ tests actually mea-
.sure (Reschly, 1979). Mercer (1979) suggested the term "School Functioning Level"
(SFL) which appears to be motivated by the same concern regarding reducing misinter-
pretation of IQ test results. ,Ckanging the name is of course not a panacea for mis-
interpretation. It is a step in that direction.
L) ‘ . PN

In view of the continuing problems with misinterpretation of IQ test results by )
consumers of test information, particularly parents and teachers, we developed the
following statement for use in school psychology practicum work at Iowa State Univer-
sity. We believe the statement might beé used as a kind of "Surgeon General's Warn-
ing" about IQ that should appear on reports, protocols, and perhaps, in test manuals.
It is consistent with our belief that misunderstanding IQ test information could be
damaging to the "psychological health™ of the child.

—

I1Q tests measure only a portion of the competencjes involved

- with hyman intelligence. The IQ results are test seen as
predifting performance in school, and reflecting the degree

‘to which children have masterec + middie class cultural symbols
and values. This is useful information, but it is also limited.
Further cautions-1Q tests do not measure innate-genetic capacity
and the scores are not fixed. Some persons do exhibit signifi- )
cant increases or decreases in their measured IQ.

I'm sure the statement could be-improved. Perhaps the task of developing an ap-
propriate statement should he referred to the crumittees in NASP and APA Division 16 4
that deal with social issues which'I believe this cert=inly Is. In any ebent, it
reflects our desire to reduce misinterpretztion of If .s, which yileld information
we consider and encourage others to comsider as valuap , but limited,




< 23 S . Reschly

- One of the most important social consequences of the use of IQ test information ~—~—__|
in classification and programming decisions is that dispropertionate numbers of cer-
tain minorities may be deemed eligible for special education programming Overrepre-
sentation of mingrities in special education programs was the initial complaint in
the placement litigation of the early 1970s where the courts implicitly used the
rather simple notion of selection ratios as evidence of bias (Reschly. 1979). While
we are considering the issue of overrepresentation, some clarification of the per-
centages cited to establish the disproportiouality is in order. In the Larry P. case,
indisputable Ffacts were that Black students constituted about 10% of the total student

| enrollment-in—the-California—public schools, and that about 25% of the enrollment in

special classes for the mildly retarded was Black. I suspect that many have wmade the
totally erronecus conglusion that many if not most B lack students were in programs for
the mildly retarded. The analysis of California enrollment data in Table 5 indicates
that only a small percentage of Black students were placed in special classes for the
- mildly retardedi—These data Lercainty do not support the extreme eritieism chat the —
primary purpose of IQ tests is to label minority children as "uneducable". S

Select.ion Ratios. A

Table 5
Ana%ysis of California Enrollment Data

———— . 1968-69 - 1976-77

Total student ‘enroliment ’ 4,500,000 4,380,000
Total black enrollment (10%) 450,990 438,000 _
Total enrollment in special EMR classes 57,148 19,289 :
Black enrollment in special EMR classes 14,573 4,899 \
B , . (25.5%) - (25.47) )
- Percent of total student enrollment placed in special EMR classes. - .
) 1968-69: 57,148 4,500,000 = 1.3% ) .
! 1976-77: 19,289 4,380,000 = 0.47%
. " Percent of black children plaged in spe . EMR cliasses. \
J -
1968-69: 14,573 450,000 = 3.2% . . o~

1976-77: 4,899 438,000 - 1.2%

The precise role of IQ tests, most often the WISC-R, in the referral, assess-
ment, clasgification, and placement process with minorities is not entirely clear.
The courts seemed to assume that IQ tests were the primary factor im this entire
process, and thereby the major cause of overrepresentation of minorities. This * . b
assumption is probably.an oversimplification of the actwal course of events. Meyers, -
Sundstrom, and Yoshida (1974) poirted out that IQ testing follows teacher referral
and ‘therefore is not the,first nor perhaps, even the primary step in the process.
Mercer (1973) reported that some children with IQs below the eligibility cut off
scores are never referred (and therefore not assessed or placed) while some others
with IQs above the cut off scores are referted and assessed, but not placed. This
raises an intriguing question. What has been the overall effect of the WISC-R on
proportions of minorities classified and placed? Is the effect of IQ testing to in~,
crease or decrease the overreﬁkesentation.thét would occur “f the primary criterias
- for placement were cvlassroom grades and t?acher referral? Although the data on this
issue are quite limited, there is some evidence indicating the overall effect of IQ
tests is to protec. mirnrities from m sclassification (Ashurst and Meyers, 1973).
More data on proportions ofchildrbnfgrom:diverse groups wyho fail on various criteria

i
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socIocultural information to reinterpret WISC-R sccres as in SOMPA might also have
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at the different stages of grades, veferral, formal assessment, classification, and .
placement would clarify this issue. “Although there is much’ opinion te the contrary,
it appears likely .that IQ tests have served to reduce, not increase the proportions
of minorities classified and placed in special education programs. -

representation of minorities in the future though this is not clear at the present.
The overall effect of using a broader variety of information on classification amd
programming with minorities wii. likely be determined by how adaptive behavior and
sociocultural backgrouid are conceptualized, measured, and used. If adaptive nse-
havior is conceptualized narrowly as nonacademic social role performance only, mea-
sured with instruments such as th: SOMPA Adaptive B ehavior Inventory for Children,
(ABIC) with a low score required for ‘classification and placement, then overrepresen-
tation is likely to be reduced, prrhaps substantially (see later section). Use of ]

Application of the multifactored assessment requirements may reduce the over- ’ /
|
i
I

the effect of reducing the overrepresentation. We can only speculate. on the question
of whether these changes would be beneficial to minorities.

Summary

Is the WISG-R biased against minorities? Is theWISC-R valid when used with min-
ority children? This section has been devoted to a discusgion of these seemingly -
simple questions. However, the answ.rs are complex and tentative., Decisive and un-
equivocal conclusions are impossihle due to the diverse conceptualizations of the
basiQXproblem of b;as and the somcwhat limited data base. ) T i

Conclusions regarding validity and bias of the WISC-R with.minorities obviously
vary depending on the definition of bias. As noted earlier, there 'is no single "cor-
rect" definition of bias. Ifdefinitions are used which stress vdrious interval and ' ;
external criteria, the research evidence suggests the WISC-R is both valid and un- ‘ .
biased when used with minorities.S,Other définitions which stress mean differences, rooe
selection ratios, and the socdal consequences of test.use result in the opposite con-
clusion, d.e., that the WISC-R is biased and depending on the value judgments applied
to. specific situations, perhaps iavalid as well. - | S

. . [

The reassuring evidence gggarding the internal and'external validity of’theiJISC%
R provides a foundation for our e{forts to eliminate the other possible sources of |
bias. - Of particular concern is the evidence that the résults from intelligence tests
such as the WISC-R have sometimes been misused to justify race, class, and ethnic dig-
crimination; have sometimes been misinterpreted as indicating innate potential; and
have been part of a process whereby minority students were placed in programs .that
allegedly were ineffective. These undesirable social consequences of test use,al-
though not universal and not an intrinsic characteristic of the test, have been too |
common for us to ignore. Elimination of discrimination. correct interpretation, anq
effective interventions are essential components of the effert to ensuré useful and,
fair assessment for all persons. TheW ISC-R can be a valuable instrument in that ef-
fort. - - |

OUTCOMES CRITERION \\\\a—q i
v -

¢

r

I

The most damaging allegation by minority critics of intelligence (scademic apti-
tude) tests is that through their use minority children have been differentially ek-
posed to ineffective educational programs which also had the effects of creatihg"
stigmas, reducing self-toncept, and restricting career opportunities. Based on the
review of the*WISC~R to this point, it would appear that the fundamental problem is
Ethe outcome of test use, not the test per se. 'This allegation, however, is serious.
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Fajlure tu understand “his concern has probably contributed to the poor communica- .
tion between critics 1 proponents of tests 1ike the WISC-R. We (proponents)

have focused on various internal and external cr %§eria‘bf validity while the critics
have raised the broader, and clearly legitimate,“question of what happens to min-
ority children as a result of test use.

One result of test use with minorities has been overrepresentation in special
education programs. Are these programs effective? The evidence to date, although
enormously complex, is not partieularly positive at least for the special class kind
of intervention. It should be noted- that this evidence is the subject of considerable
debate (Kolstoe, 197p6). However, if the special class programs are as ineffective as
some critics charge (e.g., Dunn, 1968), then no child regardless of ethnic or racial
status_should be placed in the programs o~

- _In—an.eriortAto_ﬁoeusuattention—an—the—what—was~eeneeived—asetheeeverridding—is-»—AA—————
.gue in test bias, i.e., the outcomes of test use for the individual, the following -
definition of bias in assessment was developed ..

Assesghent which does not result in effective interventions
' should be regarded wg useless, and_biased or unfair as well,
- . 1f ethnic or racial miMvrities are differentially exposed to

- -inef-ﬁeetive—programs—as~a~resu-};t—of—assessment—ac-t—ivi-tl:D - “oe
(Reschly, 1979). .o

fairness. Usefulness in the sense of assessment resulting in effective interventions
that improve skills and competencies, and thereby enharce opportunities, is a para-
mount goal of school psychological and special educatior services. The usefulness of )
assessment instruments such as the WISC-R should be determined on the basis of the -
degree to which they contribute to realization of this goal. It is ackrowledged that .
there are some instances in which assessment leads to accurate diagnoses for which -
‘ there/are no known effective interventions. These diagnoses may still be "valid" in
| the sense of validity used by Cromwell, Blashfield, and Strauss (1975) if they improve
) estimations of prognosis or contribute to prevention of the condition in future cases.
i HOWever, accurate prognostic estimates or prevention of the condition in future cases
| are rarely of benefit to the dndividual being assessed if effective interventions can-
Aot be developed.

] e . a
.

|
} ‘ The two essential components ‘of this definition of test bias are usefulness and L

: In this conception of bias in assessment the concern for fairness is closely re-

lated to.the notion of usefulness. Assessment and accompanying diagnoses are seen

/ as biased or unfair if they result in overrepresentation of minorities in programs

- that are ineffective, or in no planned interventions at all. Under such c¢ircumstances,

N the diagnosis may be accurate and the assessment conducted competently, but it is dif-

: ficult to identify any benefit to the individual. Moreover, 'if there is a negative
connotation or stigma associated with a diagnosis which occurs more often with individ-
uals from minorities, the assessment leading to that diagnosis would be regarded as
biased or unfair in the above circumstances. On.the other hand, assessment which leads .
‘to accurate description of current ‘behaviors, to diagnoses which are essentially sum-
mary statements of these behaviors, and to effective interventions, should be regarded
as fair or unbiased regardless of the ethnic or racial composition of student groups. , :
Over or underrepresentation of minorities in various classifications or programs is o
thetefore not sufficient to establish bias from this conceptiof. .

a

- -t .

A number ,of factors can be identified as prerequisites to achieving fairness in :

assessment using this approach (Reschly, 1979). However, the more narrow test. based -
criteria discussed earlier in this chapter are usually necessary conditions for fair-

a [:R\$: ' ‘ - .f 7 o ) é}]_ o 7 . N “F“
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ness in asseésmgnt. In order to implement this conception of nonbiased assessment,

- the tests used must be reliable and valid for all groups! the test resulfz must not

be unduly affected by situational-examiner effects; and the content of the tests
must reflect important domains of behavior for all groups. These conditions are all
necessary, but not sufficient conditions for assessment to be useful and unbiased.

\

? -

PREREQﬁISITES TO NbNBIASED ASSESSMENT

In this paper, monbiased assessment is defined in terms of outcomes for the
individual. Assessment that is useful in relation to providing effective educational
and psychological interventions is regarded as fair, and beneficial to the individual.
Valid and reliable assessment instruments are necessary conditions to achieve this
goals. Other variables such as what to assess, the link between assessment and pro-
gramming, effective alternativés, etc. also are neccssary conditions, The broader

A

context for this discussion iz 'good fundamentals in assessment and ethical profes—
" sional practiees. ) o i

1

Good‘ Fundamentals ana Ethical Practices

This is not the proper forum for an attempt to specify.ali the competencie§ needed
by related services persomnel, or the major provisions of professional ethics. How-

wd

ever, these areas are crucial to fair and useful assesssment. In some of the placement
bias cases there were well documented instances of outright incompetence and clearly
“unethical practices. Although these cases are probably rare, they do establish the
need for all of us to assume direct responsibility for the quality of our services,
and indirect responsibility for the professional work of our colleagues. v \

p— L, .

-4

Clarification of Purpose o

Clarificagion of the purpose for assessment activities is an important, but fre-
quently ignored aspect of good fyndamentals.* Salvia & Ysseldyke (1978) provide an_,
excellent description of the usual purposes for assessment in remedial and special
education. Related services personnel such as psychologists and social workers typi-
cally engage in gssessment activities for two purposes; Clissification/Placement or
Program Plarning/ Intervention. These two purposes usually involve different types
of'decisions and different types of instruments. -

The Classificaticn/Placement purpose typically involves decisions about current
level of performance, degree of discrepancy from grade or age expectancies, degree
and type of need, and eligibility for special programming. The questions typical.y
are addressed from the perspective of a comparison of the individual student's per-
formance in relation to some group, usually a representative sample of other students.
In recent years these comparisons have been called noxrm referenced.

kY . . »

Assessment instruments ,and other data collection procedures for classification/
placement decisions should meet certain requirements. The items should be representa-
tive of some domain of behavior. - The sample of items (or observations) should be suf-
ficient to infer the individual's level of competence in the area. The inferences
about degree of discfepancy from expectations should be based on comparisons to a repg
resentative sample, i.e., good norms. The scores used in these comparisons should
have relatively equal units throughout the scale, and so on. The scores should be
highly reliable if decisions are made about individuals. If the scores for a partic-
ular instrument are not highly reliable (2.g., .9 or above) then multiple sources of '
information using different instruments or data coliection procedures should be devel-

3
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oped and considered in making decisioms. «Finally, if inferences'arq,made~aboht uﬁdef<
lying traits such#as intelligence or psychological processes, the instrumeut must hav
good predictive validity relative to appropriate critrion behaviors in educational

. settings. - . :

Program Plarning/Intervention decisions require somuwhat different types of as-
sessment information and different types of instruments. _Rather than genera. degree
of need or overall strengths and weaknesses, information is needed on Very speeific
.. .skills or competencies. Data collection from this perspective, often called criterion
. referenced now, is designed to pinpoint precisely what the child can and cannot do in
sone important domain of behavior.. The items on such instruments should® provide thor-
ough coverage of the important skills or competencies rather than representative sam-
. plings The items or observations should be related to important objectives and, ideal-
\\\ -1y, to clearly specified interventionms. ) : ‘

Most current instrumerts or observation procedures do mot meet the necessary cri-
\teria for both purposes. In nearly all casés, a particular instrument’ or observation
wprocedure has desirable characteristics for norm referenced, classification/placement

?ecisions‘gg criterion referenced, preiram planning/intervention purposes. Of course,

many instruments do, not meet the criteria for either. Many of the mistakes in assess-

Qent work originate in failure to clarify purpose. Sometimes we attempt to use the

same instrument for both purpcses, €.g., use of the WISC=Rto suggest—educational—pro
, gramming objectivés and to determine eligibility for special programs. The WISC-R has

many desirable features for certain classification/placement decisions. It is largely
irrelevant to specific decisions about educational programming.

i

{

- . Clarification of purpose will lead to different and more varied strategies in as~
/ sessment. . - ’ ‘ ' ¥

r

N f Relevant Assessment ’ . .

f“. K;seSSment whi.ch meets the outcomes criterion suggested in this paper must be rel-
evant to educational programming, or in the words of the PL 94~142 Rules and Regula- *

,  tioms, "...,tailored to assess specific areas of educatiocnal need...". A number of cur-

/ rent trends in assessment practices enhance the rel .vance of assessment.

/

/ Assessment-Intervention-Evaluation. Assessment for classification/placement is \

/ important, but insufficient in re:ation to the-outcomes criterlon. Related services

i personnel increasingly have the opportunity to be involved with other types of asses~

/— sment such as assessment for: 1) Decisions about special education program option, '
e.g., resource vs special classy 2) Intervention goals; 3) Intervention strageties;
and 4) Evaluation of intexvention outcomes. In addition, school psychologists and
social workers have opportunities to use behavioral consultation strategies in the
home and school. These strategies, involving behavioral assessment procedures, se-
flect one off the clearest examples of the ovarall link between assessment, interventiom,
and. evaluation of outcome (Bergan, 1977). ¢

- 8 N
. The PL 94-142 requirement that a member of the diagnostic team serve on the /com~

mittee which designs the initial IEP provides the opportunity for most related ser-

; v;gee'personnel to become more involved with decisions about interventions. Many

_ - will have opportunities to participate in annual reviews, .id neatly all will be in-
volved with the mandated re-evaluations every three years. The three year re-evalua-
tions are often downgraded in the priorities of related services personnel. This 1s
indeed unfortunate. One of the important yuestions in this re-evaluation is classifi-

cation or continued eligibility. Perbaps even more important is careful evaluuation of

. -
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the effectiveness of the special education programming, and examination of the areas
‘of educational need. How ye view the re-evaluations will be heavily influenced’ by

whether we see ourselves as classification persomnnel, OR whether we adopt the out-
comes criterion. , hevertheless, e opportunities now exist for significantly greater

~involvement in all phases of designing, carrying out, and evaluating interventions.

Reduced Level of Inference. Relevant assessment involves a lower level of in-
ference. School and other areas of’ applicd psychology have an unfortunate tradition
of combining "clinical insight" with very minimal data resulting in global descrip-
*tinnsrof—personsr**ﬁaﬁyrof—the standard interpretaticnS'of test results involve anal-
ogical reasoning with little or no empirical support. The analogical reasoning used
in the interpretation assumes that a;logical relationship exists between the observed
behavior and underlying dynamics, or, nothing’ is quite what it seems to be. Usually
the empirical support for the interpretation simply does not exist, or the strength

—of the relationship, although statistically significant, is so 1ow that prediction

for individuals is hazardous at best. An example may clarify these points. A common
interpretation of dark, heavy lines on the Bender designs is "repressed hogtility"
even when the designs are reproduced accurately. This "emotional indicator" is fre-

quently discussed. in reports without any additional or exterral verification even Q>{

-

though the empirical evidence is weak (Koppitz, 1975, p. 85). These "signs" may pro-
vide cues to impo.tant behaviors that should be assessed in relevant situations. How-

. Q

ever, the sign.as such is based largely on analogy, likely to be inaccurate for the
individuai, and even worse, may impede efforts to develop interventions. Similar rea-
soning aud interpretations for a.variety of other tests are found in standard clini-
cal texts (e.g., Rapaport, Gill, & Schaefer, 1968), which are frequently used in school

psychology training. . L e

-
Another change related to the reduced level of inference is less emphasis on under-
lying dynamics., The frequent question at-staffings after potentially useful objective
information is presented is "What is really going gn?"” This question often serves as
a cue for all manner of speculation about "pathological" family dynamics, who perceives
whom as what, juicy anecdotes about sexual nroclivities, and so on. These speculations,
and the high level of inference upon which they are based, might be ‘useful IF effective
interventions were the result. The usual outcome, however, is participant satisfac-
tion over their apparent insight and understanding regarding the problem. These under-
lying dynamics are rarely used to design interventions if for no other reason than the
impossibility of influencing the variables involved. If the question of "What is really
going on?" leads only to speculation without specific interventions, then the entire
exercise should be regarded as professional voyeurism. At a minimum, it is useless as--:
sessment. .

There are several trends which wili continue to move the field toward a reduced

level of inference and less emphasis on underlying dynamics. One influence is the courts

as well as the quasi-legal appeal procedures established as paort of the due process reg-
ulations. Speculative inferences based on minimal data have not been well received by
the courts (Ziskin, 1975). Another influence is the PL 94-142 requirement that tests
be validateﬁ‘for 7e purposes for which they are used, Presumably, testimonial evi-
dence from satisfied clinicians will not suffice. Finally, the strong emphasis on de-
signing interventions, and on review and evaluation of interventions will necessitate
greater confideration of other more useful information.

Situational or Behavioral Assessment. Behavioral or situational assessment is per-
haps the most rapidly expanding model of agsessment today. The behavioral approach with
the emphasis on precise formulation of goals, careful observation of situational factors,’
implementation of specific interventions, and evaluation of outcomes is consistent with

>, “\
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many requirements of.recent 1egis1ation and the outcomes criterion proposed 4n this
paper. .

The behavioral approach has been regarded as too restrictjive by many school psy-
chologists., Somehow the emphasis of behaviorists on functiggﬁ% control rather than
explanation and understanding has appeared to reduce school psychology to technology
rather than "science" or profession. Those who have made ‘these judgments in the past
are encouraged to reconsider the question of theoretical model through reviewing the
advances of the past decade in behavioral theory, assessment, and interventions (Bergan,
i 1977; Cone & Hawkins, 1977; Keller, 1980 Michenbaum, 1977). Attention also is di-

7 ‘”rected to a recent articIe suggesting a behavioral perspective on the use and inter- -
,pretation of intelligence tests (Nelson, 1980). Behavioral models now include and
operationalize broad classes of behavior such as cognitive style, social skills, anx-
iety, etc, The behavioral “assessmeht techniques have been refined to include a broad
variety of instruments and observation methods for collecting useful information, many
of which are relatively unobtrusive in natural settings. Perhaps the greatest advances

_ have been in the use of more natural interventions such as self-control, cognitive self-
instruction, rehearsal, modeling, and naturally occurring reinforcement contingencies.

5

i

Placement Options and Effective Programs

If we accept the notion that possible bias in assessment is best conceptualized in -
terms of outcomes, then the availability of effective educational programs and alter- )

. native placement options is za absolute prerequisite to implementing nonbiased assess-
‘ment proceduves. In the situations which resulted in the special education placemﬂnt
litigation, the educational programs were presumed to be ineffective and the range of
options 1imited. The author remembers all too well the very limited-range of opticns
that was typical until quite recently. The only choices often werée regular classrooms
with ﬁo assistance or self-contained, segregated classes for the mildly retarded. Many
psycﬂologists can recall vividly cases where we knew the child was not "really" retard-_
ed, but in view of very low achievement accompanied by increasingly negative attitudes

. toward school and self, the self-contained, segregated class appeared to be the best
option. -

- This situation has changed, or is in the process of change. A wide rangéﬂof op- -
- . tions are increasingly available, the principle of using the least restrictive alter- -
natiye is the law of the land, and greater emphasis is placed on effectiveness of in- =
terventions through individualized educational programs with annual reivew. These -
changes provide the opportunity for assessment activities in a broader variety of -
areas. In addition to classification decisione, assessment should be directed toward .
decisions concerning choice of least restrictive alternative and toward the content ” 3
of intérventions, especially identifying specific areas of "educatiomal" need in tevms
. of social, emotional, and academic development. Assessment should also yield infor-
- mation concerning the dpproach to intervention, specifically; changes in antecedent,
- . situational, and consequent environments that can be used to carry out interventions.
Finally, we need.to gather information that is relevant to and/or can assist othexs in
evaluating the effectiveness of interventioms. ’

Multifactored Assessment N oo

. The concept of multifactored assessmgnt apparently was the primary solution to
the dilemma of defining and describing the requirement of nonbiased®assessment in the
PL 94-142 Rules and Regulations. The underlying (and 1ogical) assumption is that
assessment is likely to be less biased if a ‘broad variety of information is collected
- and considered systematically in making classification/placement decisions. This as-
- .sumption is sound, but insufficient. Improved classification decisions are certainly

L = - : o
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. important, but even more important is the use of the multifactored information in
- designing and evaluating interventions-
Tucker (1977) provided a description of the categories of information which
. should be developed in a comprehensive assessment of children "for possible mildly
handicapping conditions." For the ‘most part, the categories of information are
fairly standard and largely consistent with traditional descriptions of comprehensive
psychoeducational evaluations. The arrangement of the categories of information,
- especially the sequence suggested for collecting the’ information, is somewhat unique.
= These categories have been further ‘medified through the concepts of low and high in-
© . ference procedures in the scheme presented in Table 6. It ghould be noted that sev-
eral activities should occur before the preplacement évaluation is injtiated (See
Guidelines at the end of this paper). Among these activities are screening of refer-
" rals, clarification of referrali problem(s), interventions yithin regular education,

N
amgh
e

) ete, TIf these procedures afe followed, f.€., It 1s‘determined—that—a—severe-dis
' crepancy exists and-regular.education. alternatives have bg en unsuccessful then the
- o

. preplacement evaluatiop should be initiated. / RN

T Rl
i

Table 6

Multifactored Aosessment o @

© ' A. SCREENING PHASE
1. Referral. Clarify referral through teacher interview, classroom observation,
- and examination daily work. . .

2. Educational history.r Review current and previous educational records includ-
ing special services,. "classroom, performance, standardized tests,
-etc,. Consider use of regular educatlon options and interventions.

LONG TERM, AND IF REGULAR EDUCATION OPTIONS HAVE BEEN ATTEMPTED UNSUCCESSFULLY, THEN,
, INITTATE THE [E PREPLACEMENT EVALUATION. . .

-

T

'B. PREPLACEMENT EVALUAETON (Initial Phase)

3. Procedural Safeguards. Follow procedural safeguards to meet legal requirements
~_ and to establish communication with home.

i

4, Multidisciplinary Team., Form multidisciplinary team, develop hypotheses,
tailor the preplacement evaluation to the individual, assign
responsibilities and‘establish time lines.

c. k PREPLACEMENT EVALUATION (Low Inference) . . -

£ 5. Sensory SEreening, Health, Developmentai. If nceded, physical examination’
=t ' (if needed), health and developmental history, and sensory
= assessment by specialists. - ¢

- 6.. Language Dominanée. Determine the child's primary language competence through
o : formal measures and/or horie interview.

-

7. Educational Evaluation. betermine level, pattern, strengths and weaknesses
in academic skills threugh formal and informal measures administered
and interpreted by specialists. :

36
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¥ D. PREPLACEMENT EVALUATION (High Inferénce) : _ ,

s

8. Perceptual-Motor/Psychological Process. Determine if severe process deficits
A are related to learning problem through administration of formal
! . %nstrumen 8, observation, and interview B .

B 9. Adaptive Behavior-Outside School. Investigate sokial competence outside of
) school through structured and unstructured interview.

-, 10, Social/Emotional. Determine nature and extent of social/emotional involvement o
: or behavior disorders through interviews, observation, checklist,
ete.

- - -

- 11, Intelligence (Academic;;ptitude) Determine general level of expectations for
: 4facaﬁendxr1nﬂrﬁevement—through"administratxun*of*individnal intelfﬁ -
ligence test. . .

®
E, DECISION~MAKING

Tox

(See Guldelines at end of paper) ' ;=
Consider this criterion: Would you be satisfied IF YOUR CHILD- HAD BEEN INVOLVED S
- ST . "IN THIS ASSESSMENT PROCESS? . “ig

There is nothing new about the concept of a multifactored assessment. Profés-

sional Standards have always emphasized the importance of collection and consideration
" of a broad variety of information as a part of any significant classification/place- )

ment decision. Implementation of this notion has been less consistent. Even more I
o troublesome, documentation thzough reports and other records of the full multifactored
e process has not been universal. For example, in presenting a comprehensive record for
- a child classified and placed in special education, it is important to thoroughly de-
scribe the initial referral And educational histeory, not just the intelligence test
: data. 1In the past, the refords for students in special education programs often had
e ilittle information beyond the intelligence test results. Other types of information
- probably were collected and considered in most cases, but were not documeanted.

-

s The recent versions ofythe multifactored assessment reflect greater emphasis on_
sources of information other than intelligence test data. This suggests the very pro-
per concern that intelligence not be the sole or primary source of information for ]
classification/placement decisions. Moreover, the. information collected as part of =
the low inference procedures described in Table 6 will, in some cases, significantly
. influence the selection, administratien, and interpretation of high inference pro-
e cedures such as intelligence tests. TFor example, some among us (related services per-
' sonnel) have had the embarrassing experience.of administering a verbal scale to a__
hearing impaired child, or a performance scale to a child who needed (and had) glasses,
_but wasn't wearing them that day. These kinds of errors are humorous if corrected,
but potentially tragic if allowed to'stand. The point is that the low inference pro-
Cedures should always be conducted before the high inference procedures.

Recent versions of multifactored assessment reflect more emphasis on the three
areas of adaptive behavior, primary language, and gociocultural background. These are
not totally new areas of assessment. However, the 1mp1icit/and sometimes explicit re-
- quitements, that they be agsessed systematically and considered carefully create dif~ -
. ' ficult challenges for related services professionals. In subsequent sections, the con- T

T ceptual and technological bases for these areas will be reviewed.
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o . THE SYSTEM OF MULTICULTURAL PLURALISTIC ASSESSMENT

- Discussions of bias in assessment are incomplete without consideration of the

- System of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) (Mercer, 1979). The SOMPA
models and measpres are particularly relevant to discussions of adaptive behavior
and sociocultural background. Much of the rationale “for SOMPA is based on an epi-
demiological study of mental retardation in Riverside, California.

-

e Mercer's Riverside Studies ) -
< }

- . At about the time that national concern was increasing over the six hour re-
L. " tarded child (see later section), a sociological analysis of the process whereby
.. * persons were diagnosed as mentally retarded appeared in the literature (Mercer,
& 1970, 1973). .Although the major findings of Mercer's Riverside, California study
——————4un§sne—surprise_touproﬁessional-personnel4ui4muuu{L4x&axdation_and_special_mhuxL___
i tidn, the_conclusions reached by Mercer called for substantial changes in assess-

o ment practices., Of particular importance was the call for greatly increased empha-

" gis on adaptive.behavior and sociocultural information.

. . The major findings of the Riverside Study were that public schools were by a

. 1arge margin the community agency most likely to diagnose persons as mentally re~

e tarded—-—In~eomparison~to~other»community~agencies, the-Riverside -schools placed—

- more reliance on the results of individual intelligence tests and used a higher IQ
Tcut off score (79 rather than 75 or 70) Persons classified by public schoois as =
mentally retarded were often poor, of minority status, and situationally retarded.
.Most were regarded as normal by their families and had not been diagnosed as re-
tarded prior to entering the public school. .Mercer attributed these findings to, par-
ticularly the overrepresentation of minorities, the use of a higher cut off score -
;- by the-schools, the failure-of the schools to assess adaptive behavior, and the
biases in the IQ tests. i c - e

The findings rEported by Mercer which apparently have been influential the
litigation and legislation came as no surprise to persons familiar with the liter-
. ature on mild mental retardation. For example Heber commented in the 1961 AAMD
_ ~ Manual, “Impairments in learning are usually most manifest in the school situation,
- and,gif mild in degree, may not even become apparent until the child enters school"
= — “(Heber, 1962, p.~73). Further, Farber (1968) reviewed prevalence studies in mental
i retardation and reported higher rates for mild mental retardation among the econom-
ically disadvantaged and a peak prevalence at the ages of about 10 to 14, Mild
mental retardation,.in contrast to the more sevecre levzls of mental retardation,

. has been known for decades to be more prevalent among the poor and econemically dis-
advantaged minorities; to be more common during the school age years; to be largely
situational or school re1ated' and iwmpermanent.. h

Mercer's analysis of the Riverside studies also reflects some misconceptions
about the complex process in the public schools whereby children are classified as
mildly retarded., The actual role of standardized tests are clearly exaggerated
There are few if any instances where cases of mild mental retardation are sought
through group standardized tests of ability or achievement., The use of group abil-
1ty tests appears to have declined in recent years, and im any event, the results '
of such tests have never been a significant factor in the classification of students
as mentally retarded. :

—The most significant step in the procesds whereby students are classified as
mildly retarded is teacher referral due to poor performance in the classroom. Re-
1ated services personnel do not go out to schools and attempt to catch unwitting
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- victims with their psychometric nets, The only childten to whom individual intel-
ligence tests are administered.are those who have been referred, Mercer gave

|
l

| slight attention to the importance of teacher referral, She reported that 727% of
t the students classified as mentally retarded by the schools had repeated one or
| more years prior to classification. The grade retention data suggests that the
. problems experienced with the classroom situation were chronic rather than tempo-
F ' rary, and that at least some minimal alternatives were attempted within the regular
- classroom. .
: h
l , Mercer (1973) contended, however, that referral rates were not different among
’"' white, black, and Hispanic students. If the r@ferral rates were not different, the
. clear implication is that what happened after referral was primarily responsible for
overrepresentation in the programs for the Educable (Mild) Mentally Retarded, What
happened after referral in most cases was of_cofirse an—imdividual psychological eval-
. "uation by a school psychologist in which an intelligence test was usually adminis-
tered, Hcwever, the referral rate data reported by Mercer Included all casSes, not
just those referred for academic problems, Students referred for possible identifi-
cation as gifted were lumped together with those referred ‘for academic problems.
Data on the racial/ethnic composition of the students referred for academic prob-
lems were not provided for the Riverside Study‘— - . '

Other data sources suggest that significantly more economically disads antaged
and minority students are referred due to academic problems (Tomlinson, Acker,
Canter, & Linborg, 1977).. The effects of psychological evaluation includfng intel-"
< ligence testing on the population of economically disadvantaged minorities referred
‘ for learning problems has not been studied adequately. ' Some data suggest that in-
|
|
.

- dividual psychological evaluation including intellectual assessment serve to protect
-. . _minority students from inappropriate clasgification as mentally retarded. Ashurst
B and Meyers (1973) reported results from an analysis—of all students (N = 269) refer~
‘red over a three-year period as suspected cases of mental retardation. These data
were also from the Riverside, California public schools, Referral rates were con-
siderably higher for ‘minority students. The effects of psychological evaluation
were to reduce, not increase, the overrepresentation of minorities that would have
resulted from teacher referral. Contrary to the suggestions from Hercer's analysis
of the data from Riverside, intelligence test results provided some protection of
minority students from erroneous classification. ’

.

N
-

Although the precise role of intelligence tests in producing overrepresenta-
tion of minorities in programs for the mildly retarded continues tu be a source of
debate, other issues from the debate over the_gix hou. retarded child are equally
important. The question of whether economically disadvantaged minorities are over-

. represented due to socioeconomic status (SE3) or minority status has not beén stud-

ied sufficiently. Mercer (1973) concluded that SES accounted for some but not all
.of _the overrepresentation of minorities, However, . the actual 2ata on mean SES levels
of the total EMR population and for the different-racial/ethnic groups in the EMR
population were not reported. Other concerns to be discussed later involve the cen-
ceptions of mild mental retardation and adaptive behavior for school age children.

7

The c¢onclusions reached in the Riverside Study and from the broader concern
for the six hour retarded child have had a profound influence on related services
disciplines and special education. Mercer (1973) reccmmended. three major changes
in the diagnostic procedures used in the public schools. First, it was suggested
that the IQ cut off be lowered to the traditional criterion of about two standard

. deviations below the mean rather than the higher cut off score used then, and now,
-, in many state education codes. The major justifica tion for this change was, "At
' this eriterion level, persons are least likely to be labeled as retarded who, as
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adults, will be able to fill a normal complement of social roles" (Mercer, 1973,

p. 221), Implicit in this recommendation is the view that "true" mental retarda-
tion is a2 permanent condition. The second recommendation was that adaptive behav—
ior should be emphasized more in classification decisions. Accompanying this rec-¢
ommendation was a broadening of the conception of adaptive behavior in comparison
to the 1961 ! Manual (see later section). Finally, pluralistic norms were ad-
.vocated for the purpose of correcting the bias in IQ tests. The SOMPA represents
Mercer's attempéikto implement the last two recommendztions.

SOMPA Models and Measures .

v \ . :
SOMPA is a highly complex and innovative approach that has been the subject
of much, sometimes acrimonious, debate (see No.'s'l & 2 of Vol. 8, Schooh Psychol-
ogy Digest). I encourage all school psychologists to study this approach carefully,
and look forward to research on applications of SOMPA, The unfortunate trend cur- _

rently is toward extreme reagtions, positive and negative, ranging from {those who
"feel" that, it is the best thing that has ever been developed to those jwho '"feel™
that SOMPA represeuits a diabolical plot against school psychologists, special edu-
cators, children, and so on. The debate has often been useful, but suspension of
judgment until more empirical information is available is clearly indicdted. The
author's, publisher's, and critic's claims, and views notwithstanding, w need much
more information before reaching firm-conclhsions ‘ :

At the present, SOMPA provides three major innpvations concerning assessment
practices. The specification of three models of assessment in terms of aSSumptions,
values, and appropriate insiruments is one of the major components as well as a
ﬂontroversial aspect of the system. A second innovation is the development of new
instruments such as the Physical Dexterity Battery, Socioeultural Scales, Health
History Inventory, and Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC). Many of
these instruments will be useful data collection devices regardless of the outcome
of the debate on other features of SOMPA., Finally, SOMPA combines the models with
conventional and new data collection devices to develop a more refined classifica-
tion system. It is important to note that the primary information from SOMPR a. the
present is of a classification, not programming, nature. Techniques to use SOMPA
information in completion oRjthe Iull diagnostic construct criteria (Cromwell,
_Blashfleld & Strauss, 1975) are at present not available. The ultimate usefulness
‘of SOMPA will be determined by the degree to which the information provided is re-
lated to educational placement and programming decisions, a point which the authors
of SOMPA have also -stressed.

Several specific issues need to be addressed in the near future regardiné uses
of SOMPA. There is the question of the genmeralizability of SOMPA normative data to.
other groups, e.g., Native Americans, and to the same yroups in different geographic
regions, e.g., Hispanics in the Northeast. The SOMPA standardization data are based
on carefully selected samples of children, but sample selection was restricted to .
California. The population in California, 'although diverse, is not necessarily typ-
ical of samples elsewhere, e.g., Anglos in Towa; Blacks in rural Alabama, or His-
panics in New York City. The authors of SOMPA suggest collection of data from ran-
dom samples of children in different localities to determine if the SOMPA California

norms and regression folrmulas are appropriate for specific gsoups of childrén. Such _

studies, although expengive, are clearly necessary prior to Widespread use of the

system, A second issue is related to the generalizability to cther groups of the

data on the relationship of the WISC-R to other measures in SOMPA. Finally, thers

is the issue of the effectdon children, particularly in terms of educational clas-

sification and programming, of use of SOMPA. Limited data on these questions are
\ now Available and will be discussed in later sections.

=

»
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oL ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR

-~

. \
Concern for what is now called adaptive behavior is not new. ' The term social
competence was used prior to about 1960 to refer to approximately; the §ame con-
struct. Social compatence or adaptive behavipr has also bpeen a fundamental concept
throughout the history of efforts to describéQ;E? explain the phenomenon of mental
retardation. ‘ . .

. Although the constzuct of adaptive behavior is not new, a number of recent
events have led to considerably more emphasis on use of adaptive behavior lata in
special education classification and placement decisions. Revisions of the AAMD
Manuéﬁigg Terminology ané Classification in 1961 and 1973 reflected increasingly
greater emphasis on adaptive behavior. The '"normalization" effort which has the
primary purpose of integrating institutionalized mentally retarded persons into
community settings was a second major influence on adaptive behavior. Frem this
perspective adaptive behaviors are viewed as the "reversible" features of the more
severe levels\of mental retapdation (Leland, 1978). Another somewhat unrelated -
trend was the emphasis on nonbiased assessment that resulted from litigation aad ‘
legislation in the 1970's. Adaptive behavior from this perspective was seen as a

- means to reduce the emphasis on inteliigence test results; to provide more equitable
assessment for minorities; and to alleviate the overrepresentation of minor‘ties in

Specia% education programs for the mildly retardeiﬁfgoulter and Morrow, 1978). ~

‘ In view of the diverse influences and different purposes underlying the recent
upsurge of interest in adaptive behavioxr, it is not surprising that much confusion
exists over the measurement and use of adartive behavior data. 1In addition to
these scurces of confusion the recent fed:.ral legislation implies that adaptive be-
havior data must be considered in all cpecial edueatiop placement decisions. Per-

- haps the best recent source of -information on adaptive behaviox is a book edited by
Coulter and Morrow which is cited earlier. Their discussion of unresolved issues
surrounding the adaptive behavior concept, available measures, and poégible uses is
rer .~mended highly. : * ' '

Adaptive §ehavior and Definitions of Mental Retardat.ion Y

For opproximately two deggggs/thé’KﬂHD delinition of mental retardation has in-
ciluded the dimgns;ggs,egfiﬁféll1gence and adaptive behavior. However: the emphasis
on adaptive behavior was increased in the 1973 version. Tﬂi 1961 version described
. menta! retardation as subaverage general intellectual functfoning which is associ-

. ated with impairment in adaptive behavior. The 1973 and 1957 versiuns placed more
_emphasis on adaptive behavior by changing "associated" to "existing concurrently."

- This change toward placing relatively equal ‘emphasis on both of the dimensions of
mental retardation along with the subtle ¢ .anges in the concepti.a of adaptive be- -
havio¥ from 1961 to 1973 versions corstitute difficult challenges for diagnostic

parsonnel, R ; ¥ .

By now it is likely thatr most educational definitions of‘gental retardation

. include bothk the intelligence and adaptive behavior dimensions. According to a
recent survey (Patrick & Reschly, 1980) about two-thirds of the tes required
assessment of adaptive behavior for one or moxe of the special &ducation classifi- °

» cations, usually mental retardation. A number of addi.ional states rep~-ted efforts
to add adaptive behavior to the state definition of mental retardation. Owever,
the majorit, of states did not have a definition of adaptive behavior and much conh-
fusion was.reported concerning definition, domains of adaptive beha.” -, and avail-
ability of measures. Although the status. of adaptive behavior in special educailn

. undoubtedly varies from state to state, the trend is.toward more emphasis on this

-

a
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. dimension at\least with the mentally retarded,
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Conceptions_ég Adaptive Behavior

'based at least primarily on academic competence., For school age children this

considered in mild mental retardatdi A classification/placement decisions. However,

One of the most influential definitions and descriptions of adaptive behavior
is providec in the AAMD Manual on Terminology and Classification. The AA¥D concep-
tion and criteria for adaptive*behavior duri~g the school age years changed in subtle
ways from 1961 to 1973. Consider the following descrintion from the 1961 revision.

S —— [ AR L XS

"Adaptive behavior refers primarily to the effectiveness of the

individual in adapting to the-natural and social demands of his . ,if
environment, Impaired adaptive behavior may be refled¢ted fp: - ’ .
1) maturation, 2) learning, and/or 3) social adjustment. These H

" three aspects of adaptation are of different importance as qual-
ifying conditions of mental retardation for different age g oups."

"Learning dbility réfers to the facility with which ksowledge is
acquired as a function of experience. Learning difficilties are
usually most manifest in the academic situation and if mild in

. degree may not -even become apparent until the child enters

\ ) school., Impaired learning ability is, therefore, particularly
jmportant as a qualifying condition of mental tg\ardation during
the school years. ’

Nuotes from Heber, l961, p. 3-4,
< Using tﬁe’description of adaptive behdvior from the 1961 version one might fo-
cus attention entirely on performance in the public school context for school age

children. Adaptive behavior for school age children in this version appedrs to be

conception might be interpreted as specifying a diagnosis of mental retardation
based only on intelligence, classroom academic performance, and results of stan-
dardized achievement tests., Other characteristics and behaviors specified in cur-
rent conceptions of a‘multi-factored assessment should have been and often were -

the clear implication in the 1961 Yevision was-that academic perform..ice was the
most important index of adaptive Hehavior for school age children. With consider-
able justification, one could argpe that* up to 1973 when the AAMD Manual was re-
vised, diagnostic personnei in the schools were aSSLSSing adaptive behavior as con-
ceptualized at that time, \

Jhe changes in conception of adaptive behavior for school age children in the
1973 and 1977 revisions of the AaMD Manual are illustrated in the quotes below.
As noted previously, the 1973 and 1977 revisions are virtually identical. :

"Adaptive behavior is defined as the effectiveness or degree with

which an“individual meets the standards of personal independence

and social responsibility expected for age and cultural group. -
Grossman, 1977, p. 11. . R

7

"During childhood and early adolescence in:
5. Application of basic academic skills in daily life activiries
6, Application of appropriate reasoning and judgment in mastery N
the environment . ; .
7. Social skills (participation in group activities and inter-
personal relationships)"

. . 42
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- “The. skills required for adaptation during childhood and early

' adolescénce involve complex learning processes. This involtes
the process by which knowledge is acquired and retained as a
function of the experiences of the individual. Difficulties
in learning are usually manifested in the academic situation
but in evaluation of adaptive behavior, attention should focds
not only on the bagic academic skills and their use, but also , ..
on skills esgential f cope with the environment, including,
concepls of time and money, self-directed behaviors, social
responsiveness, and interactive skills." -~ - . *- -

Quotes from Gfossmgn, 1977; ﬁ. 13-14. 7

. The recent revisions of the AAMD Manual placed more emphasis on adaptive be-
havior AND broadened the concept of adaptive behavior during the school age years.
Tt should be noted that contrary to some recert trends in conceptions and measures
of adaptive behavior, the AAMD conception does -continue to include per formance in
academic settings as-an important component of adaptive behavior during the school
age years. For children in this age group, school performance is a necessary part
of the construct of adaptive behavior (see below). However, performance in other

social settings should also be considered. ... -

Other conceptions of adaptive behavior have been proposed in recent years (see
Coulter & Morrow, 1978; Reschly, 1980, 1981 for reviews). The common features nf
conceptions of adaptive behavior are emphases on developmental (age appropriate)
criteria and consideration of cultural context. Conceptions qf adaptive behavior
for sthool age children differ sharply on the issues of: 1) Inclusion or exclusion
of the cognitive competencies that underlie adaptive behaviors; 2) The sécial set-
tings and social roles (school vs out of school) included; and 3).The data source,
i.e., third party respondent or direct observation of the individual. In addition,
conceptions and measures of adaptive behavior have been developed for different pur-
poses, classificatfon/placement vs program planning intervention, and for different
populations, mildly retarded vs more severely¢xetarded.

1

Assessment of Adaptive Behavior . -

The purpose of assessment, i.e., the decision that needs to be made about or
with a student, is the most basic consideration in the selection of a formal meas-
urement instrument or informal data collection procedure (salvia & Ysseldyke, 1978).
Clarifying the purpose through explicit statements of the decisions to be made is
particularyy important in the assessment of adaptiv. behavior.

If the purpose of assessmeat is program planning/intervention with the moder-
ately, severely, or profoundly retarded, the currently availablé adaptive behaviox
instruments are reasonably adequate for most ages. Some instruments have been de-
veloped carefully with rigorous measurement and statistical criteria applied to se-
lection of items. A sample list of some of the more prominent instruments is pro-
vided in Table 7 which is reprinted from Oakland and Goldwater (1979).

Although a number of adaptive behavior measrres are listed in Table 7, it
should be noted that only two of them are designed specifically for school age
populations of normal, borderline, and mildly retarded persons (the AAMD-School
and the ABIC). The primary focus in this paper is -.ith nonbiased assessment which
is principally.a concern about appropriate classification/placement decisions with
mildly handicapped persons. Adaptive behavior is one of the key areas in the mul-
tifactored assessment scheme developed by Tucker and mentioned in the PL 94-142
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Reprinted from Qakland ¢ <oldwater, 1979, p. 147,

Rules and Regulations., However, the present level of technology with' respect to as-
sessment of adaptive behav’or with the mildly handi.apped 1nc1uding the mildly re-
g\ided is characterized well in the following quotes. —

"Theninclusion of adaptive behavior in nonbiased assessment by the -

use of tests or scales to facilitate comparison of a chiid with
his/her peers is not yet perfected." (CORRC, p. 20, Undated re-
port distributed in 1979). ‘
"Presently, the assessment of adaptive behavior through clinical .
interviews and observations of the child's behavior in other
social systems represents the major alternatives for pupil ap-
praisal professionals, if-the goal of assessment is primarily
placement. Until psychcmetric technology provides a variety of
suitable and more objective behavior measures, the more informal,
and thereby subjective, methods will remain in wide use." (CORCC,
p. 21, see above).
Problems with assessment of adaptive behavior also were mentioned prominently
in the AAMD Manual. Grossman (1977, p..20-21) emphasized the following problems:

AN
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1) the f¥equent discrepancies in level of adaptive behavior and lgvel of intelli-
gence with the mildly retarded; 2) the unavailability of adaptive behavior instru-
ments that are suffuciently precise to establish a definite cut off score such as
minus two standard deviations from the population mean; and 3) the major limitations
with most available insttuments such as poor norms and item content selected from
studies of institutional populations. In view of these limitations, Grossman sug-
gested that assessment of adaptive behavior must involve a large degree of clinical
judgment,

" Clearly," the available technology leaves much to be desired with respect to

A

assessment of adaptive behavior with normal and mildly retarded children. A con-

. siderable amount of additional work on instrument development and reseatch is

needed. However, the picture suggested in the quotations above may be a bit too
negative  There has been some instrument development and research in recent years
that should be applied to the assessment of adaptive behavior in classification/
placement decisions. Judicious use of the results from these instruments along
with informal sources of data on adaptive behavior should become a part ol compre-
hensive evaluation that is conducted prior to classification/placement decisions.

Review of Adaptive Behavior Measures for the Mildly Retarded .

AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale - Public School (ABS-PS). The most important in-
fluences leading to the development 6f the ABS-PS were legal requiremente in Cal-
ifornia regarding thé classification/placement of students in EMR programs. Other
purposes such as providing informaticn for edueational programs and remediation -
were also cited by the authors® (Lambert Windmiller, Cole, & Figueroa, 1975).

-

The items on the ABS-7S are a}sujset of items from the AAMD Adaptive Behavior
Scale - Clinical (ABS-C). The ABS-C, was develcped from extensive studies of deficit
behaviors among institutionalized mentally retarded persons.” The purpose of the . w
ABS-C was to pinpoint behaviors whi h revented placement of severely retarded per- |
sons in community settings. Once these behav1ors are identified, the focus is then
on remediation, and eventually, placnment ‘ih less restrictive settings. The criti-
cal point is that the items on the ABS-C were selected from studies of severely
retarded persons, for the purpose of improving program planning/intervention. The
content of the Public School version is the same as the Clinical version except for }
the deletion of 15 of the original 110 items which were judged to be inappropriate
for nublic school students. X 1

|

The ABS - Public Schdol is divided into two major sections. The, first part
might be termed adaptive behaviors since high scores on this section indicate higher
social functioning. The second part might be called maladaptive behaviors since the
higher the score, the lower the level of social functioning. The nine domains in-
volving 56 items on the first part are Independent Functioning, Physical Development,
Economic Activity, Language Development, Numbers and Time, Vocational Activity, Self-
Direction, Responsibility, and Socialization. A sample 1tem from the Shopping Skills
area of the Economic Activity Domain is:

30, Errands (Circle only one) )
Goes to several shops and specifies different items (
Goes to one shop and specifies one item

Goes on errahds for simple purchasing without a note
Goes on errands for simple purchasing with a note
Cannot be sent on errands

©
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.

The second part'comprised of 39 maladaptive behavior items has the twelve do-
mains of Violent and Destructive Behavior, Antisocial Behavior, Rebellious Behav-
ior, Untrustworthy Behavior, Withdrawal, Stereotyped Behavior and Odd Mannerisms,
inappropriate Interpersonal Manners, Unacceptable Vocal Habits, Unacceptable or Ec-
centric Habits, Hyperactive Tendencies, Psychological Disturbances, and Use of Med-
ications. Item 32 of the Hyperactive Tendencies Domain is as follows: z

+

32. Has Hyperactive Tendencies

. Occasionally Frequently
Talks excessively 1 - - 2

Will not-sit -still for any length of time 1 . 2
Constantly runs >r iumps around the room :
or hall 1 2
Moves or fidgets constantly 1 2
Other (Specify ) T 2

None of the above
Total
The child's classroom teacher is the recommended respondent for the ABS-PS.
Respondents are allowed to infer or, if necessary, to guess regarding the child’'s
competencies, particularly those which take place outside of school.

The norms for the ABS-PS are.based on a gample of 2600 school age children ‘in
California. Norms cover the ages:of 7-13. Separate norms are provided by class
placement (regular vs types of special classes) for Sections I and II of the ABS.
In addition, separate norms by ethnicity and sex are provided for Section ¥I. ~

The interpretation of the ABS-PS is based on comparison of the individual's
profile of percentile ranks to modal profiles of children placed in different edu-
cational programs. No standard 'scores are provided for the domain scores, and no
overall score for the major sections is available.

Although the ABS—FS has many limitatioms, it can be a useful adjunct to clin-
ical judgment in classification/placement Jecisions, and to a lesser degree, in
program planning/intervention decisions. The ABS—PS appears to be more appropriate
for lower functioning children.in the EMR range. The major weaknesses of the in-
strument are the following: First, the content validity of the items is question-
able in view of the original purpose of the ABS-Clinical version. The item format
requires a considerable degree of inference or even guessing. The respondent ig
the teacher who usually has little information about social role performance out-
side of school. Finally, the method of interpretation, comparing profiles, is highly
subjective in many cases.

The Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC) was developed with the ex-
plicit purpose of improving classiflcation/placement decisions with the mildly re;
tarded (Mercer, 1979). The ABIC reflects a strong social system perspective with
emphasis 